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Abstract:
This thesis explores the planning and design of on-campus housing for graduate students in urban
context. This study reviews the prevailing models of on-campus housing nationally and discusses
the new concepts of future housing models for graduate students living on or near campus for
urban universities. MIT is selected to illustrate the essential ideas and criteria. A series of
analyses of urban context for graduate student housing are further explored and exercised in the
urban design of the northwest campus of MIT. The urban design is then developed into a concrete
design proposal aiming to create a viable and harmonious on-campus residence community in this
area. Particular emphasis is placed to create a gateway that incorporates the northwest campus as
an integral part of the whole residence system of the Institute.
Three planning and design objectives are set for the future improvement and development of on-
campus graduate student housing for MIT: to provide enough residences to meet the demand of
graduate students, to enhance the housing quality to address the housing preferences of graduate
students, and to create a vigorous living community among the graduate students. These goals are
based upon the student life survey and the analyses of the existing residence system as well as the
urban context. The final proposal considers multiple housing types, feasible development density,
efficient circulation and pedestrian system, easy connections to the main campus, well-defined
streetscapes and a rough timing. The northwest campus of MIT as proposed will act as a
functional and pleasant residential neighborhoods, defining the edge between main campus and
Cambridgeport neighborhoods.
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Chapter I
Introduction
Introduction
This thesis explores the planning and design of on-campus
housing for graduate students in urban context. This study
reviews the prevailing models of on-campus housing
nationally and discusses the new concepts of future housing
models for graduate students living on or near campus for
urban universities. MIT is selected to illustrate the essential
ideas and criteria. A series of analyses of urban context for
graduate student housing are further explored and exercised in
the urban design of the northwest campus of MIT. The urban
design is then developed into a concrete design proposal
aiming to create a viable, vigorous and harmonious on-
campus residence community in this area. Particular emphasis
is placed to create a gateway that incorporates the northwest
campus as an integral part of the whole residence system of
the Institute.
1.1 Objectives of the Study
Housing is a necessary foundation for university education.
Shelter allows students to concentrate on their studies,
secure in knowing that their basic needs are fulfilled. The
experience of living in a university-affiliated shelter also
powerfully reinforces the role of the university as a se1f-
contained community within its surrounding city. Both the
physical design of housing and the university's philosophy
toward housing its students contribute to and mold the student
community. Housing, then, is more than just a roof over one's
head: it is a foundation for the academic community with far-
reaching effects.
Graduate students are playing an increasingly important role
in institutions ofhigher learning. They are often the backbone
of research, instructors of undergraduate classes, and a
dominant force in various campus activities. The well-being
of graduate students significantly and directly affects nearly
every aspect ofuniversity life. However, the issue ofgraduate
student housing is a complicated one to which there are no
11
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easy answers.
This study will focus on the following questions: Why is the
university, and particularly MIT, obliged to provide sufficient
housing for its students? What is the role of the university in
housing? What is the best strategy for constructing graduate
housing at urban universities? What locations are appropriate
for such development? Is it possible for such strategies to
contribute to the city as a whole? Is it possible to expand the
housing system to encompass all segments of the campus
population, including undergraduates, graduates, affiliates,
faculty, and staff? None of these questions has apparent and
instant answers. The purpose of this study is to work toward
satisfactory answers.
1.2 Objectives of M.I.T Residence System
MIT is selected to illustrate the current housing issues facing
urban universities. Its existing accommodations will be
evaluated and the current policies for its graduate housing will
be discussed. The final part of the study will set up guidelines
for new graduate residences, modeling the effects of various
issues with respect to student housing that will facilitate the
physical realization of the northwest residential community
in accordance with the objectives and concepts identified in
this study.
The MIT residence system evolved with the relocation of its
campus to the city of Cambridge, Massachusetts. During this
time, student residences were built on an individual basis in
response to the continued increasing demand. The system
itself was never established with specific objectives in mind.
MIT is now, however, at a crossroads in its development.
After more than eighty years on its Cambridge campus, the
Institute is embarking on an ambitious building program and
redefining how it intends to develop over the long term. As a
result of this expansion, the residence system will require a
new charter with a long-range agenda.
12
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This thesis provides a three-dimensional assessment of the
on-campus residence system with a focus on the needs of
graduate students. The three aspects of need underlying the
residence system can be summarized as house, home, and
community.
House The first, and perhaps most easily
overlooked, fundamental objective of the
residence system is to provide students with
housing. The goal ofproviding 50% ofMIT's
graduate students with on-campus housing
should be recognized as a premium objective
to be achieved by a long-term planning
process that aligns with future changes and
opportunities.
Home The second fundamental objective of the
residence system is to provide students who
are members of the residence system with a
home - a friendly living environment. One
goal implied by this objective is that students
should be able to exercise some choice in
where they live. A diverse selection adjusted
to various preferences is desired. Alongside
the proper maintenance of current and future
facilities, the provision ofan infrastructure as
well as public amenities should be included
in this goal. A refreshing, supportive home
life for students is desired.
Community The third and most important objective of
the residence system is to create a living
community of on-campus residences
composed of a mixed population of
undergraduates, graduates, staff, and
faculty. The goal of the residence system,
with respect to community, is to increase
interaction among groups, both on and off
campus. The challenge is to recognize and
13
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respect the creative character of the MIT
community, to be responsible to neighbors in
the surrounding area, and to create a living
environment that is coherent and integral.
These three objectives should be viewed as the basis for
establishing a new residence system at MIT. This system is
expected to evolve over the long term. To realize this goal,
many issues need to be studied further, such as demography,
policy, planning, zoning, and urban design mechanisms. This
thesis will give emphasis to the relevant planning and urban
design mechanisms.
1.3 Outline of the Thesis
The thesis is constructed as follows:
Chapter I
Chapter II
Chapter III
Chapter IV
14
sketches the context for our study and calls
for new approaches to the development of
future graduate housing at MIT.
reviews both the historical background
of and current trends in graduate student
housing in urban American universities.
Issues relating to sociology, planning,
and architectural design will be discussed.
Six nationwide projects are examined as
housing models for graduate students.
describes the history and geographical
setting of institutional housing at MIT
and discusses the analyses and findings
regarding student life in the existing
housing system. The chapter examines a
series of design issues developed in the
research.
refines the planning and design issues
discussed in the previous chapters into
Introduction
relevant development concepts and a design
proposal: a framework and detailed design
for MIT's northwestern campus. A rough
timetable of campus housing development
from 2005 to 2025 is presented at the end
of the chapter.
Our study focuses on MIT as a case study. Although it is
unique in certain ways, MIT is an archetype for large urban
universities maturing and expanding throughout the country.
Through this case study, we hope to formulate a broad vision
for future student housing developments.
15
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Graduate Student Housing
Graduate Student Housing
2.1 History of Student Housing
The earliest on-campus student accommodations appeared in
twelfth-century Europe. Student residential systems grew out
of the larger European traditions of higher learning, with the
English and German systems having the largest impacts on
modem education.
The English system, which is based primarily on residential
colleges, dates to the thirteenth century and the early days of
Oxford and Cambridge. Residences were located in the college
yard alongside academic facilities. Students and faculty lived
together in order to share knowledge and experience. In
contrast to the English system, the Germans did not embrace
a tradition of supplying their student population with housing.
The universities in Germany were conceived as institutions
purely for scholarship and research; accommodations were
thought to be the responsibility of the student.
Regardless of the influence of these two systems, American
universities have always sought unique ways to improve
their own education system. Presently, the United States is
considered to have the most advanced universities in the
world, attracting large numbers of both students and faculty.
The student housing system has evolved along with the
education system in these universities. Section 2.1.3 offers
a brief history of American student housing. Section 2.1.4
focuses on the emergence of graduate student housing since
the establishment of the first graduate student housing facility
in 1913.
2.1.1 English Collegiate System
The earliest forms of student housing appeared in twelfth-
century Paris and Oxford. The students of the time were
17
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predominantly wealthy, and were often organized into groups
called socii. The socii rented houses and established hostels,
and were independent, democratic organizations, free from
university control over either their halls or their masters.
Things changed a century later, when enrollment increased
dramatically and began to include students from poorer
families. The first residential college was thus created in
England with the original intention of providing aid to poor
students through board and lodging. But as demand for the
residential colleges surged, they came to replace the old self-
organized socii groups in town. New campuses were built and
the university gained gradual authority over student housing.
The new universities evolved more functions, and this formed
the basis of the modem English collegiate system. The Oxford
and Cambridge colleges are representative of the evolved
English system.
In the English system, the university provided students
not only with housing, but also with moral and intellectual
guidance. The philosophy was to educate students in a way
that emphasized their responsibility toward society. As a
result, students' lives evolved mostly within the confines of
the institution. The college featured a quadrangular courtyard
around which were a series of linked study-bedroom
accommodations for the students, with library, dining hall,
and master's accommodations attached. In this fashion, both
students and young faculty were participants in a shared
social life.
The New College of Oxford was built in 1379 and is one
of the earliest examples of the English collegiate system.
The founder used the New College to create the prototype
for English collegiate architecture. The New College not
only brought together all the elements of the collegiate plan
developed to that date, but also placed them unhindered by
preexisting buildings in a functionally planned quadrangle.
The college was composed of a magnificent residence, a
lordly chapel and hall, a well-equipped library and a yard for
18
Figure 2.1./ New College, Oxford
Figure 2.1. 2 Garden Quad
Figure 2. I. 3 Front Quad
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religious processions.
Trinity College is the largest college at Cambridge. Founded
by King Henry VBl in 1546, it combined two existing colleges
- King's Hall (1337) and Michaelhouse (1324). Thomas
Nevile, appointed as its master in 1593, presided over the
architectural development of Trinity. During his mastership,
Great Court was created by using existing structures to form a
single coherent space. He replaced the decaying Michaelhouse
buildings with the Hall, and privately funded the construction
of Nevile's Court. Subsequent buildings have been added on
19
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Figure 2.1.4 Trinity College. Cambridge
this basis ever since. Trinity today has 6 courts and is home
to around 600 undergraduates, 300 graduates, and over 160
fellows. Students and fellows live together and retain many
college traditions, for example, a weekly formal dinner.
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2.1.2 German System
The residential colleges at Oxford and Cambridge saw
duplication in Germany from the fourteenth to the sixteenth
centuries. Before the Reformation I, the German bursen, or
student hostel, provided lodging. However, it was no more
than a place to sleep and eat. Some of the German bursens
were dormitories that accommodated as many as 200 students
in the same room. It is not difficult to imagine the disruptive
character of students in such mass housing. Faculties obliged
to live in bursenzwanz were also greatly dissatisfied with
the deteriorating system. As a result, the residential college
system gradually disappeared in Germany.
By the time of the Reformation and the Lutheran revolts,
however, German universities had already been intrinsically
different from their English counterparts. As W.H. Cowley
describes in his History ofStudent Residential Housing: "With
the break from the church which followed Luther's theses, the
monastic system waned in Germany. As it waned in religious
groups it all but disappeared from the universities."
The German scholars enjoyed the flexibility of building
universities on new sites. And along with this, a new
philosophy on education was adopted as well. Instead of
emphasizing the social responsibilities of its students, these
new German universities focused exclusively on expanding
the frontiers of knowledge. The bursens completely
disappeared, and resources were being directed mostly
toward instruction and research. It became the students' own
responsibility to find accommodations. When the University
of Berlin was founded in 1809, no provision of housing was
made for students. Meanwhile, their English counterparts
continued the collegiate system despite the impact of the
Reformation.
21
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2.1.3 The American Experience in Student Housing
J636-U.S. Civil War: The English System
In early colonial America, the universities were patterned
after the colleges of Oxford and Cambridge. Harvard was the
first college built in colonial America in 1636. Because many
of the leading citizens of early New England were graduates
of Oxford and Cambridge, it was a natural decision for them
to style Harvard after the British colleges. The initial students
of the earliest college in colonial America were a small, elite
body whose members were often descendants of the leading
citizenry. They used a classical curriculum and duplicated
the pattern of its British counterparts in which faculty and
students are required to live together at the college. Later,
when such residential colleges aimed to serve more students
coming from all levels of society, they found difficulty in
applying this model.
The dormitories built during this time were also in imitation
of the English system. Many of them had classrooms,
administrative offices, and cooking and dining facilities on
one floor with the bedrooms above. In most cases, staff and
Figure 2.1.8 Harvard Yard Site Map, Cambridge
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students lived in one building. Low-cost construction resulted
in a deteriorating quality of life in those dormitories -
hence, conflict and tension between students and their faculty
happened frequently, sometimes developing into riots.
The reason why many early American universities found
trouble in adopting the Oxbridge philosophy is as follows.
First, most of the American universities of the time could
not afford the kind of architecture used by the English
system. Second, unlike the English tutorial system in which
masters and faculty were celibate and required to reside at the
college, the American professor was usually a married man
who preferred to live off campus. These reasons brought on
opposite opinions about how to provide student housing by
the university.
u.s. Civil War-1900: The German System
In response to opposite views on the collegiate system, the
German influence flourished in the United States for a short
period during the Civil War until the early 1900s. During this
time, a number of graduates from German universities came
back to the United States and took part in the establishment
of new educational institutions. They advocated the German
belief that housing students was not the responsibility of the
institution. Some of them later became presidents of several
major American colleges who denounced residence halls as
inappropriate and a waste of money.
For example, President Wayland of Brown University called
residential colleges "financial extravagance," and said that
"the money expended for dormitories far better used to
build new schools for mass education." Urban colleges
such as Columbia were also opposed to providing student
housing. Columbia College was succinctly described in
Miller's Stranger Guide to New York City, 1866, as " ... an
edifice on 49th Street near Fifth Avenue ...with a President,
12 professors, a choice library of classical works of about
18,000 volumes and a museum." These institutions were led
away from the English collegiate heritage. Additionally, many
23
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state universities in the late part of nineteenth century such
as those in Minnesota, Michigan, and Illinois did not include
residence halls in their plans. All available funds at these new
educational institutions were used for instruction.
The move to abolish residence halls from the campuses of
universities, however, halted at the turn of the nineteenth
century. The increasing student populations caused an acute
shortage ofhousing in many college towns.
1900-World War II
Due to the influence ofthe German system, two measures were
introduced to cope with the student housing shortage: private
houses in the neighborhoods around campus and fraternity
houses. However, the supply was still inadequate to handle
all student needs by the end of the nineteenth century. The
shortage led to a resurgence of residence hall construction on
campus at both urban and rural universities. Institutions such
as Cornell University, the University of Pennsylvania, Iowa
State University, and the University of Illinois all embarked
on building new residences for students.
College presidents on the east coast started once again to chase
their dreams of a residential college in the English tradition.
Harvard, for example, built the famous Gold Coast along
Mt. Auburn Street across from Harvard Yard for its wealthy
students' clubs. Colleges at Yale and Princeton followed suit.
A series of luxurious residence halls were built during the first
decade of twentieth century. The old English concept was
being translated into a newly viable housing pattern.
Michael Brawne described the development of residence
halls such as these in "Approaches to Residential Planning,"
an article in the October 1963 edition ofArchitecture Review:
"The Hall of Residence was a nineteenth century invention,
a sort of college substitute which was to preserve the social
semblances without the academic, financial, or administrative
realities." Howard Adelman2 viewed the residence hall
24
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solution as "a compromise between full-fledged educational
residences of English system and the absence of any
institutional backed residences of German system."
Simultaneously, other changes were taking place in American
higher education. Women began enrolling as students. This
led to the land-grant movement in America for the opening of
women's colleges, which were mostly on a residential basis.
Another important change of this period is the involvement
of Federal government in student housing. Before the
Depression of 1930, most of the residence halls were funded
by private donations. However, the economic downturn made
it difficult to raise money for new construction. Then in 1933,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt3 signed an executive order
for the Public Works Administration (PWA) program, which
qualified many public colleges and universities for loans and
grants to aid in the construction of housing. The government
thus began to play an important role in the development of
colleges and universities.
World War 11-1990
World War II caused a temporary halt in campus construction.
But there was a great increase in university enrollments once
the war ended. And since many of the students who went back
to school were married, the problem of housing became even
more complicated. As a result, residence halls were again in
great demand. In response to this demand, congress passed
Title IV of the Housing Act of 1950.4 Aimed at offering low-
interest loans to educational institutions in need of housing
maintenance and construction, the act benefited many student
housing constructions of the 1950s and 1960s.
In order to quickly alleviate the housing shortage and meet the
federal loan requirements, many universities chose again to
build dormitories rather than residence halls. Dormitories built
during the 1950s and 1960s were designed to be economical
and low- maintenance, but with little consideration given to
student preferences. Such trends in dormitory construction
25
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declined in the 1970s. Residence halls, replacing simple
dormitories, became the preferred model for student housing.
During the 1970s, universities became more discriminating
in their attitudes toward student housing. At the same time
that enrollments started to catch up with housing capacity,
universities came to recognize a deeper educational value
in it. They began to view housing not merely as shelter, but
as an enhancement to the quality of study and the personal
and social development of the students themselves. Thus,
administrators became increasingly sensitive to student
preferences in new housing developments, setting up new
standards aimed to create environments encouraging the level
of intellectual interaction between students. The construction
of residence halls was revitalized. In order to realize the goal
offriendly and comfortable living environments, new housing
programs were developed. The residence hall model became
the basis for today's student housing system.
26
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2.2 The Emergence of Graduate Housing
The history of graduate education at university begins in
the twentieth century. Before the establishment of the first
graduate school at the University of Chicago, there was no
independent school for graduate students. The establishment
of graduate housing was several decades later because there
was no national consensus on the idea of graduate schools
and not enough funding to build special accommodations for
graduate students.
The first dormitories built exclusively for graduate students
were at Princeton University's graduate college. It was built
in 1913, and continues to serve as a center for graduate
students today. At present, it accommodates approximately
430 students. The imposing group of Gothic buildings was
designed by Ralph Adams Cram, in close collaboration with
the first Dean of the Graduate School, Andrew Fleming West, .
who stated that the initial goal of constructing the college
was to separate the graduate students from the undergraduate
27
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Figure 2.2.2 Oven'iew
Figure 2.2.3 Dining Hall
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students in the main campus. Situated on a hill half a mile
from the main campus, the graduate college was patterned
after Oxford's.
Although there were a few attempts, pnonty was rarely
given to graduate residences before World War II. Until the
resurgence of housing construction in the 1950s, Federal
loans and grants and private philanthropy finally made it
possible to plan graduate housing. But the gap between need
and intention was still evident. According to one national
statistic, in 1960, 31 per cent of the undergraduate student
population was housed on campus, in contrast to only 11
per cent of the graduate student population. Even now, when
graduate education is given much greater importance, the
percentage of graduate students who receive assistance in
housing from universities is significantly lower than that of
undergraduates.
Things have been improving since the 1990s, with an
increasing number of universities recognizing the importance
of housing graduate students. Many schools, especially first-
tier universities competing with each other for top students,
subscribe to the development of such housing, and graduate
residences have become a top priority for additional space and
facilities. Section 2.4 will illustrate some recent cases of such
developments.
29
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2.3 New Trends in Graduate Student Housing
Privatization
Since 1990, an interesting trend in student housing
development has been the joint development venture. This
is sometimes referred to as "privatization," when in fact,
"privatization" could be used to describe many of the services
already provided by universities. Another way of describing
such ventures is "public-private partnerships," a term used to
describe other services such as campus bookstores or food
and laundry services. But the use of the term "privatization"
to describe student housing goods is a recent phenomenon.
It is thought of as a strategy that will enable universities
to provide more modem, attractive, and affordable student
housing alternatives.
According to a recent article by Stephen Douglas Niles,5
privatization generally refers to the process by which public
and private institutions enhance their delivery of services
by transferring control over certain assets and "peripheral
functions" to private parties. Privatization of student housing
has typically involved schools transferring the responsibility
for some or all of the following housing-related functions:
land control, project ownership, property management and
operation, design and construction, project financing, and
residence life programs.
Such development is realized by a joint investment venture
consisting of university, nonprofit tenant, and a sometimes
for-profit developer. In the transaction, land owned by the
university or a university housing foundation is leased to an
affiliated or independent nonprofit corporation6 for a period
of time, usually 20-40 years. The ground lease imposes some
requirements regulating the land use and construction, as well
as maintenance and operation of the project. The nonprofit
corporation is often part of a vehicle formed by a for-profit
developer7 who finances and manages the project.
30
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There are several good explanations for this trend. One is the
continued growth of enrollments. Another is the insufficient
budget of the university to develop student housing
independently. There are also the changing preferences of
the students themselves. No longer are they satisfied with
the aging dormitories built in the postwar boom. Instead,
they require living environments offering greater privacy
and convenient amenities such as high-speed internet access,
cable TV, and a well-equipped exercise room.
Graduate housing developments provide an excellent
opportunity for joint investment ventures made by universities
and outside developers. Graduate students' needs are well-
suited to those catered to by experienced market developers.
Another advantage ofthe joint venture is that it is quicker in the
development. Many schools, particularly public universities,
are subject to extensive rules governing procurement and
construction for large capital projects such as student housing.
It often takes years to meet the requirements. In contrast,
outside developers are more flexible in their investment
and their professional experience in other transactions often
expedites the deal. Furthermore, a practiced working team
is also in a position to guarantee the quality of the housing
products and services they provide. Finally, various financing
strategies provided by the joint venture can, on the one hand,
increase the total investment capacity; on the other hand it
will preserve the debt capacity8 and tax-exempt9 advantage of
the university.
Privatization is presently one of the best ways to finance
graduate student housing development. How this strategy can
best be applied to future development needs more research as
well as practice.
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City Involvement in Student Housing
Another recent trend in student housing development
involves the participation of cities within whose borders a
campus lies. Cities and institutions of higher learning have
begun to form constructive partnerships on the housing issue.
Nowadays colleges and universities play an essential role
in both the city's intellectual and cultural life as well as its
economic life. Colleges and universities create multiple job
opportunities for the city's permanent residents. Young adults
attracted to educational institutions make the city a vibrant
and exciting place to live. However, the problems of college
housing capacity often has undesirable consequences. Off-
campus student apartments occupy units that might otherwise
be used by neighborhood families. By doubling and tripling
the occupancy in these apartments, students often pay higher
rents than the local citizens and this artificial inflation of
housing prices can have a negative impact on the local housing
market. It is therefore important for the institutions and city to
work together to address common housing concerns.
Boston is one example. According to the New England Board
of Higher Education, there were 136,536 students enrolled
in Boston's colleges and universities in 2002, including
undergraduate, graduate, and other part-time students. In
the recent years, the city of Boston has made a great effort
to collaborate with institutions to solve the housing shortage
for students. With the assistance of Boston, its colleges and
universities have added a total 16,324 beds for undergraduate
and graduate students since 1990, freeing an estimated 4,100
housing units for use by permanent residents and families.
The Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) works closely
with colleges and universities to develop and update their
institutional master plans (IMPs). IMPs capture issues
such as institutional demographics, land use, urban design,
and transportation impacts. The IMP process benefits the
institutions and city alike in that it allows both parties
32
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to anticipate future requirements such as infrastructure,
transportation, skills training, and housing. By working
together, the city can take steps to maintain the community's
services and quality of life while institutions can gain a
measure of certainty that their long-term plans will be
implemented. Graduate student housing is thus examined as a
way of reducing the number of students occupying Boston's
housing stock.
Reuse ofOld Buildings
The strategy to convert or renovate old buildings into
affordable housing units is often used in graduate student
housing development. Some older properties owned by
universities such as hotels, apartment complexes, and even
warehouses are targeted for conversion to new student
housing. Such renovations have often been successful and
garnered further support.
There are several advantages to this strategy. First, the use
of existing structures is cost efficient. For instance, structures
such as hotels and apartment complexes are intrinsically
suitable for living and require less renovation to conform
to student requirements. Furthermore, it saves time in both
the planning and construction phases, and saves money for
administration and management. In projects that employ debt
financing, it sometimes saves large amount of interest cost.
Another advantage is that the locations of such buildings are
usually within walking distance of the main campus. Often it
is the reason the university decides to reuse the building.
The concept ofreusing such buildings is not new and was used
in some older student housing projects. The Ashdown House
of MIT is one of the earliest examples. Prior to its conversion
to a student dorm, it was the River Bank Hotel. The hotel
suites were split into double or single study-bedrooms, and
kitchen and dining facilities were added to each floor.
The Warehouse of MIT opened in 200I, and the 29 Garden
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Street Apartments of Harvard that have recently opened are
current examples. The former converted a faded warehouse
into a high-standard, brand-new student apartment building. It
will be discussed in detail in Section 2.4.3.29 Garden Street is
renovated from an old apartment building just one block from
Harvard Yard.
Mixed Student Housing
In order to maintain the quality of a housing project while in
the same time achieve some flexibility in allocation, there is
now a new strategy to accommodate both single and married
students in apartment-style residences. The basic units ofsuch
apartments are usually 2 bedrooms to 4 bedrooms, which can
house a family or shared by single students.
Although married students constitute an important part of the
university community, their needs were often ignored in the
old university residence system. The reason is that couples
have different housing preferences from normal single
students, which the old dormitories built in postwar boom are
not suitable for them. However, most of the graduate student
housing are now built in apartment style, which are fit into
various users, both single and married students. Moreover,
the families are favored in the on-campus residences because
their participation in housing complexes often makes the
living environment more reliable and friendly. Universities
are becoming more sensitive to this, and hence, more willing
to consider providing married students with housing.
In addition, through the diversification of the housing targets,
the risk of vacancy in the initial period can be lowered. On
the contrary, the mixed student housing in return provides
a diverse selection for students with various housing
preferences.
Forexample, Harvard University has developed or redeveloped
many affiliated housing units for their graduate students near
campus. Most of these are multiple-use apartments that can
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be either shared by single students or used by a family. This
flexibility provides students with broad choices while keeping
the standard of the building high.
Coed housing for both single and married students sometimes
elicits negative reactions from couples. Some families
complain that single students tend to be loud during weekends.
And it is often hard to coordinate activities between single
students and married couples. With respect to these problems,
we need to improve our mixed housing models to effectively
eliminate the conflicts among users.
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2.4 Student Housing Prototypes
We study student housing prototypes for the following three
reasons. First, the process of discovery and invention related
to problem solving usually begins with defining the problem
itself, with guesses and conjecture sometimes helping to
clarify the problem. Studies of related cases often lead to
a fresh conclusion and contribute new ideas. Second, it is
hard to state all the dimensions of a problem, which "truly
quantifiable criteria always leave choices for the designer
to make."10 In the absence of clear design determinants, and
to avoid purely intuitive guessing, it has been argued that
analogous references might offer design insight. A "typology
of forms" can thus be used as a simulative technique to help
clarify the problem. Third and finally, the use of prototypes
is especially useful in the planning and design of housing
because the design of housing is systematic and typological.
Other building types such as theaters, factories, or museums
have to respond to a different criteria of performance and are
rarely as consistent and repetitive. Housing, because it often
consists of repeating units with a constant relation to vertical
and horizontal circulation, can more logically be studied in
terms of its typological variations.
The problems of student housing are so diverse in respect
to various scenarios that each solution needs to be adjusted
according to specific factors such as economic and technical
constraints. However, despite this complexity, there are also
many common features that a planner or designer should be
aware of. The study ofprototypes can therefore help elucidate
problems and eventually find unique solutions. This chapter
intends to provide a set of analogous references that may help
planners and designers with basic organizational problems in
graduate student housing design.
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2.4.1 Unit Types
Beginning with basic student housing units, there are two
basic types: dormitory-style and apartment-style. Each of
the two unit types has several typical variations, depending
on the positioning of essentials such as kitchen, bath, and
dining room. For both of these unit types, the study-bedroom
is the core element. It serves the major function of a student
residence.
Study-bedroom
The study-bedroom is the central element of any student
housing unit, whether dormitory-style or apartment-style. A
study-bedroom can be a single-user or a double-user room.
For graduate students, due to an increased need for privacy, a
double-user room is not recommended.
The size of the average study-bedroom has measured around
100-120 square feet, which more or less satisfies the needs
of the typical student. Rectangular rooms are preferable to
square rooms as they are easier to furnish and organize, in
addition to their suitability to a more economical building
form. There should be adequate storage space. Graduate
students prefer to have some flexibility in choosing their own
furniture style and organization. A welcome design is one that
caters to the student's preferences and activities within the
general framework of the housing set-up.
Dormitory-style
Dormitory-style is a traditional unit type in student housing.
Individual study-bedrooms are connected to areas of public
circulation with access to shared kitchen and bath facilities.
In other cases, several study-bedrooms are grouped as a suite,
with a shared bath. This type ofunit allows a higher population
density, and has been widely used in student housing for both
undergraduates and single graduates in the past.
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Amenities are often shared by the floor or suite. In some
cases, the scarcity of facilities and overcrowding make the
standard of living somewhat unsatisfactory. However, there
are also counter arguments saying that the sharing of facilities
encourages social cooperation by helping students share
routines if users are able to work out mutually beneficial
arrangements. Although graduate students often have a
preference for more privacy and independence, dormitory-
style units are still welcomed by some single students,
particularly foreign students who share similar backgrounds.
Apartment-style
Apartment-style residences are becoming more popular as
student housing in lieu of the increasing buying capacity of
graduate students. This style is more market-oriented, offering
greater flexibility and variety. Apartment units range from
single-occupancy studios or efficiencies, to one-bedroom,
three-bedroom, or even four bedroom units. Students can
make their own choices according to different demands.
For single students, several users often share one apartment,
similar to traditional boarding houses. They share the kitchen
facilities, bathroom, and dining room ifavailable. Some people
prefer living in studio apartments for the sake of privacy,
whereas other people do not because of the comparatively
high price and lack of social contact.
For married students, the criteria are more complex than
for single students. Most of them appreciate the flexibility
provided by apartment-style units. Couples with or without
children usually prefer to live in an apartment with several
rooms, in correspondence to family size and need. Only
a small proportion of couples without dependants prefer
efficiencies, with the major reason being the associated low
cost.
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Figure 2.4.1 Study-bedroom in
Dormitory
Two-Bodroom.~ Uri!
Figure 2.4.2 Study-bedroom in
Apartment
Figure 2.4.3 Linear System
Figure 2.4.4 Radioactive System
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2.4.2 Building Types
The ways in which units can be combined into different
building forms are a function of the special characteristics of
that building - site, orientation, height, and so on - and the
type ofcirculation system used. Building forms resulting from
the collection of many units into a single building are closely
tied to a few possible circulation options. A community of
dwellings can be seen simply as groups of individual houses,
each hooking into a shared access system. Therefore, only a
few systems derive from the basic building form itself.
For student housing, due to the need for a higher density
population than is generally seen in market housing, the types
of systems available are more limited. There are two basic
systems for student residences: the linear system and the
radioactive system. Both have their variations. The following
diagrams illustrate the basic forms of these student housing
systems.
Linear System
Figure 2.4.5 Single-loaded Figure 2.4.6 Double-loaded
Figure 2.4.7 Linear Variation i
The linear system is the most basic system used for housing,
and has many variations. The building types ofa linear system
can be either a slab building, a courtyard building, a curved
building, or any other building form constructed from these
prototypes.
Linear systems usually employ corridor-style circulation
systems. Corridor buildings come in two basic types, single-
loaded or double-loaded. Both choices are widely used,
conditional on the design requirements. Some buildings have
corridors on every floor, while others do not have corridors on
the ground floor. Some have corridors occurring at different
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positions at different levels.
Buildings with single-loaded corridors generally open to the
side, away from the corridor and hence, are commonly used
where there is a less pleasant view that the unit can, in effect,
tum its back to. A corridor-on-every-floor system usually
results in a building made up of single units and is sometimes
used in dormitory-style student housing.
Double-loaded corridor buildings are more prevalent than
the single-loaded type. This building type has much greater
flexibility than single-loaded buildings. Double-loaded slabs
with a corridor on every floor are especially popular in the
United States for their sophistication and practicality. Several
projects illustrated in Section 2.4 utilize this building type.
Gropius's dormitory building for Harvard University is
typical and sets the pattern for much that was to follow.
A great variety of types can be derived from the linear system.
The diagrams here offer some examples.
Radioactive System
Figure 2.4.8 Linear Variation ii
Figure 2.4.9 Linear Variation iii
Figure 2.4.10 Linear Variation iv
Figure 2.4.11 Two-sided
Figure 2.4.13 Four-sided
Figure 2.4.12 Three-sided
The radioactive system is another basic system used for student
housing. It usually has its circulation and service core in the
central position of the building. The units and apartments are
organized in a radioactive hub with independent access to
the core. The traffic core thus becomes the hub and most
important space of the whole building. It provides a platform
for different interactions to happen. The corridor systems are
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Figure 2.4.14 Radioactive
System Variation i
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Figure 2.4.15 Radioactive
System Variation ii
generally single-loaded, connecting the single units with a
central core.
This system has been widely used in tower buildings. It is
uncommon to find student housing projects with limited
funding but stringent requirements. With the sharp increase
in student populations after World War II, many new housing
units were constructed. In order to accommodate more
students with inadequate land resources, many projects
adopted tower buildings with radioactive systems. There are
several examples in Section 2.4.
The relative diagrams here show variations on this system.
Figure 2.4.20 Radioactive
System Variation iii
Combination ofthe Two Basic Systems
Figure 2.4.17 Combination iiFigure 2.4.16 Combination i
Figure 2.4.21 Recursive System
Variation i
Figure 2.4.18 Combination iii Figure 2.4.19 Combination iv
Figure 2.4.22 Recursive System
Variation ii
Figure 2.4.23 Recursive System
Variation iii
The two basic systems are sometimes combined together to
create a greater variety ofbuilding systems. As the illustrations
below show, the two basic systems could be seen as a single
unit; many units then together apply to the simple logic of the
basic form. This is a recursive process that forms a hierarchy
system. Linear systems can be repeated as subdivisions
of a radioactive system, while radioactive systems can be
organized into a linear system.
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2.4.3 Building Topologies
The attributes and characteristics of building types respond
to several levels of use requirements and opportunities
simultaneously. They will thus help inform the design of an
appropriate building pattern in a bounded site. The envisioned
buildings must first internally serve and enhance the
everyday requirements of graduate student life - study, sleep,
nourishment, hygiene, recreation and social exchange. These
internal spaces are then combined with a variety of exterior
spaces that can add another dimension to everyday life.
The public spaces ofthe street and pedestrian ways defined by
the building will support the vitality and life of the building.
At the same time, these same building elements should define
the outdoor spaces internal to their own sites. Well-organized
spaces can have a clear and positive relationship to the
buildings themselves and their activities.
As illustrated below, the site plan for buildings offers a great
deal of flexibility. The objective is to achieve inclusion of
the critical characteristics of street definition, clear site
boundaries, and visual continuity or visual connection
between the internal life of the building and the external life
of the community. This objective may be achieved through
four generalized types of outdoor spaces within a given site.
The four landscapes are defined here as closed, semi-closed,
semi-open, and open. They each have their own merits or
limitations and should be chosen according to the community
context.
Closed
Continuous building frontages around the building site can
define a closed courtyard that internally serves the residents in
the surrounding buildings. The space ofa closed courtyard is a
well-defined one whose edges are clear. An arguable problem
ofthis style is its lack ofvisual connection and continuity with
the surrounding spaces of the outer community.
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Semi-closed
The Semi-closed outdoor spaces are achieved by partially
defined building frontages surrounding the building site.
Unlike the closed style, the semi-closed style is to some
extent linked to external spaces such as the street and
pedestrian ways. Visual connection and some continuity with
the surrounding spaces can be achieved through this style.
Careful planning is needed to avoid ambiguous boundaries
with public spaces.
Semi-open
The concept ofthe semi-open style is somewhat similar to the
previous semi-closed style. The difference between these two
types is in the design of building elements. The buildings are
often put in the site freely following some implicit logic. In
contrast with the previous two styles, the internal-use open
spaces of this style usually do not have explicit boundaries.
Instead, they are separated visually or psychologically. One of
the mechanisms utilized is the use of different paving styles.
Like the semi-closed case, designers should be cautious about
the distinction between internal spaces and the external spaces
of the community.
Open
The open style is at the extreme end of the semi-open
type. It is characterized by one freestanding building in the
middle of the site. It also utilizes the design mechanisms
of landscaping to define internal-use open spaces. Due to
the lack of clear boundaries, it is used less in residential
developments compared to the other three types. However, it
can sometimes be incorporated into the design offreestanding
tower buildings.
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Figure 2.4.31 Open Type: Escondido Village, University of
Stanford, CA
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Figure 2.4.28 Close Type:
Graduate College, Princeton
University, New Jersey
I..
Figure 2.4.29 Semi-close1jJpe:
Westgate Complex, MIT,
Cambridge
Figure 2.4.30 Semi-open TYpe:
Ashdown House, MIT,
Cambridge
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2.5 Model Studies in Graduate Student Housing
In this section, we will examine six housing projects that will
serve as good housing models. The housing projects offered
here as case studies II are selected because of their importance
as prototypes; projects that have set standards and patterns.
However, there are still many problems left unsolved in these
cases, and the intention of our discussion on such problems
is to stimulate new ideas and tactics in order to refine and
contribute to the experience of future developments.
Some of the cases are representative examples from the
postwar period and are still in use today. Others were
constructed after 1990, with some only just completed at the
time ofwriting; they exemplify current trends and standards in
student housing construction. Our purpose in selecting cases
from different periods and different cities is first, to address
the changing nature of people's housing preferences, and
second, to discover alternative strategies through comparative
studies among projects.
The cases are categorized into two groups: housing for single
graduate students and housing for married graduate students.
As previously discussed, these two groups have different
housing preferences and desires. The first four cases will
focus on housing for single graduate students, with each case
examining a different aspect ofhousing for this group. The last
two cases focus on married students, and present alternative
models in response to the various municipal building codes as
well as other factors.
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2.5.1 Harvard Graduate Center, 1951
"When Walter Gropius shows visitors around he invariably
talks more about the kind oflife for which the buildings were
built than about the buildings themselves. "
-William Mullins
Built in 1951 by architect Walter Gropius, Harvard Graduate
Center houses 575 students of law, arts, and sciences.
Anecdotes such as the one above show the nature ofGropius's
thinking; he viewed the buildings not only as a place to live,
but as a site for the absorption and exploration of ideas. His
aim was to encourage communal living, cooperative activity,
and intelJectual discourse.
The site is only a few hundred meters to the northwest of
Harvard Yard, and the pattern of the dormitory resembles
that of Harvard Yard as well. Eight buildings enclose both
large and small courtyards that flow one into the other and
are crossed by pedestrian pathways. The buildings are also
surrounded by fine trees and lawns, and offer a manageable
human scale.
The lives of the students are enriched by the various common
rooms that facilitate group activities. The dormitory includes
Figure 2.5. I Cor/'idor
Figure 2.5.2 Study-bedroom
Number of Units
Type of Residents
Type of Units
Unit Size
575
Single graduate student
Single/Double Room
118 sf
Total
/unit
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Figure 2.5.5 Corridor
Figure 2.5.6 Dining Hall
Figure 2.5.7 Courtyard
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an assembly room with a 250-person capacity. Smaller
common rooms and lounges are scattered throughout the
dorm to allow for smaller meetings and recreational activities.
The dining areas can serve 1,200 students simultaneously and
host up to 3,000 when necessary.
There are two basic dormitory rooms styles. A single room is
2.68 meters by 3.82 meters and a double room 5.46 meters by
3.82 meters. 223 of the rooms are singles and 176 doubles. All
the rooms are 2.52 meters high. Each room has a continuous
strip window with a bookshelf overhead. Built-in cupboards
and wardrobes help to reduce noise between rooms and the
corridor.
Figure 2.5.3 Unit Plan
Figure 2.5.4 Site Map
47
Graduate Student Housing
2.5.2 Manville Student Apartments, UC Berkeley, 1993
"Reflecting the existing urban typology and preserving the
urban street edge, the design situates the 132 apartments in
three stories above high-ceilinged, pedestrian oriented retail
space.
-David Baker + Partners Architect Inc.
At Shattuck Avenue and Channing Way, three blocks from
the southwestern comer of the UC campus, the Manville
apartments are within walking distance of downtown
Berkeley in close proximity to shops, banks, movie theatres,
restaurants, and public transportation. Surrounding an inner
courtyard. the complex employs efficiencies equipped with a
private kitchen and bath. It also provides generous common
study areas and recreation spaces. In addition to commercial
space the ground level contains a lobby, laundry room, and
parking garage.
Appealing to the scale and proportion of its surrounding
context, the building mass is divided into three major
components, each varying by color and the treatment of
details. Two of these volumes are divided by a grand staircase
that leads to a courtyard which placed above the garage level,
is landscaped with colored concrete and large boulders.
The building sits in the heart of Berkeley's business district,
Figure 2.5.8 Courtyard
Number of Units
Type of Residents
Project Size
Type of Units
132
Single graduate student
71,050 sf
Studio
Construction Cost
Total $7,300,000
lunit $55,303
Isf $102
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Figure 2.5.11 Retails on First
Ground
Figure 2.5. J2 Bedroom
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with a humane, welcoming face to street life. The retail
services on the first floor make the building an integral pal1 of
the surrounding neighborhood. The complex makes a friendly
relationship with the city. At the same time, the students
benefit from the services and activities provided by the
streetscape and the location of the campus. The project won
the national award from the American Institute of Architects
(AlA) in 1997.
Figure 2.5. 9 Facade
Figure 2.5. J3 Parking Figure 2.5.10 Typical Floor Plan
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2.5.3 The Warehouse Apartments, MIT, 2001
"Unlike an) thing now on campus, the design gives graduate
students the benefits of living in private quarters while
bringing them into the campus community. "
-Techtalk
The Warehouse, as the name says, is a former industrial
warehouse located in the northwest campus of MIT and
was originally built in 1890. In 2001, it was converted to
an attractive, modem apartment building for the housing of
single graduate students. The five-story 90,000 square foot
building now houses 120 single-occupancy suites. With the
original structure intact an innovative interior design gave
the building a new lease on life. In 2003, it received a citation
from the Higher Education Facilities Design Award Program
of the Boston Society ofArchitects (BSA).
Situated in a light-industrial context, the renovation upgraded
the site to a more inhabitable environment. The pedestrian
paths and open spaces around the structure were improved,
and new safety and lighting facilities were added both inside
and outside the building. The resulting hall preserves the
turn-of-the-century industrial architectural character that is
representative of its historical Cambridge neighborhood.
At the same time, it establishes a new model for residential
Figure 2.5.15 Illus/ration ii
Number of Units
Type of Residents
Project Size
Type of Units
Unit Size
120
Single graduate student
90,000 sf
Studio
300-476 sf
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Figure 2.5.18 Interior
Figure 2.5.19 Living Room
Figure 2.5.20 Bedroom
Graduate Student Housing
redevelopment of the area, anchoring a "town-gown"
cooperative planning effort.
The residence is composed of apartment-style efficiencies.
Each suite has its own bath and kitchenette. In addition to
the benefits of living in private quarters, students also enjoy a
rich social life at the residence. The dormitory owns a central
atrium and well-equipped common areas on the ground floor
including a large kitchen, a dining room, an exercise room,
and a coffee room. The design contributes to the communaJ
environment of the building.
.........
Figure 2.5.16 Unit Plan
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Figure 2.5./7 First Floor Plan
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2.5.4 West Village, ortheastern University, 2004
"With the planning ofthree new residence halls and the west
campus, the university defined a new model for an urban
campus. The new building combines a strong institutional
presence on Boston s 'Avenue ofthe Arts' with a strong sense
ofengagement and openness to the city. "
-American Institute ofArchitects
Figure 2.5.2/ Overview
The west campus residence halls at Northeastern University
in 80ston, Massachusetts designed by William Rawn
Associates, Architects, Inc., have just received the 2004 Honor
Award for Architecture from the AlA. Along with this recent
honor, the buildings have also received major state, regional,
and national awards for architecture and urban design.
West Village is located at the western edge ofthe Northeastern
University campus, which used to be a wasteland of parking
lots. The master plan includes three residence halls, forming
the corners and sides of a rectangle, and leaving a grassy
quadrangle in the middle. The largest building of the three,
known as West Village A, features a curved, 16-story tower,
and looks out on one of80Ston's major avenues and is situated
directly across from the venerable Museum of Fine Arts. The
set of buildings is intended to fit snugly into the context of its
surrounding urban environment.
Figure 2.5.22 Curved Facade
Number of Units 268
Type of Residents
Project Size
Type of Units
Unit Size
Single graduate student, Upper division undergraduates
400,000 sf
One-bedroom, Two-bedroom, Three-bedroom, Four-bedroom
850-1,025 sf
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Figure 2.5.24 Facade
Figure 2.5.25 Courtyard
\ 17
Figure 2.5.26 Site Map
Figure 2.5.27 Four-bedroom
Apartment
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With distinctive curved fa9ades, vaulted archways, and high-
rise towers that provide spectacular views ofBoston, the West
Village complex will be of great benefit to the community it
serves. The three buildings, West Village A, B, and C, have
added ],050 beds for upper-division and graduate students of
Northeastern University. The residence hall has established
a new section on campus, surrounding a major open green
space. The buildings consist of single rooms, double rooms,
and four- or five-person apartments. The old dormitory style
is discarded, and in its place are attractive, high-quality
apartment suites.
There are portals carved into the tower's first three stories
that allow visitors to enter into a common, open area. The
portals, as well the extended comers in glass, allow the
quad to be visible from the city and vice versa. These glass
"gateposts" are designed to glow beautifully at night. The
civic quality reinforces the complex's commitment to the city
that it is an open, welcoming, and integral part of its Boston
neighborhood.
Figure 2.5.23 Looking/rom Entrance
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2.5.5 Harvard Peabody Terrace, 1964
"A model of design efficiency, economy, and attention to
scale. "
- Leland Colt
The Peabody complex is only a short walk from Harvard Yard,
on the banks of the Charles River. A block away, separated by
a playground, is Dunster House, one of the undergraduate
houses. The surrounding neighborhood is composed primarily
of three-story wooden dwellings. The complex was built in
)964, initially for the use of married students. Designed by J.
L. Sert, the facades of the buildings are similar in style to the
Holyoke Center of Harvard University, which Sert designed
earlier.
Three towers oftwenty-two stories each connect to eight-story
wings arranged to form small quadrangles. The courtyards
follow the existing pattern of housing along the Charles.
Along the largest courtyard in the middle ofthe scheme, there
are recreational rooms, administrative offices, and a small
kindergarten on the first floor. The large courtyard serves as
a community center for outdoor activities. On the perimeter
of the site is a playground for children as well as a facility
to provide off-street parking. The complex accesses Harvard
Yard through a pedestrian network.
The prototype of the scheme is a structural unit three bays
wide and three stories high, with apartments on both sides
and a staircase in the middle. AJJ buildings are multiple
assemblies of this unit. While the first three floors of all
buildings use stairwells for circulation the higher levels ofthe
lower buildings are connected to the towers through corridors
at the fourth and sixth floors. As a result, residents of the five-
and seven-story buildings can also utilize the elevators of the
tower building. The buildings rise in steps from three to five
to seven stories. The towers are set back to the street to create
a gradual transition with the surrounding neighborhood. The
roofs of the lower buildings are designed as terraces for its
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Figure 2.5.28 Overview
Figure 2.5.29 Corridor
Figure 2.5.3/ Entrance
Figure 2.5.32 Playground
GTlIduate Student Housing
higher neighbors. Each corridor has a link to one of these
terraces.
Although Peabody Terrace wins the love of most architects, it
has received some negative reactions from the neighborhood.
Some Cambridge residents express their essential disagreement
about a work they feel is in the form of a "stark conundrum."
Settling the perceptual disparity between architect and public
is sometimes a demanding issue for the designer, especiaJly in
housing design; nevertheless, the reaction of the user is more
essential.
Figure 2.5.30 Looking/rom Charles River
Number of Units
Type of Residents
Project Size
Type of Units
Unit Size
497
Single graduate student, Married graduate student
569,294 sf
Studio, One-bedroom, Two bedroom, Three-bedroom
415-960 sf
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Plan floor 21
Plan co"idor floors 4 and 6
1 Living RO:lm. 2 Bedroom. 3 Kitchen.
Figure 2.5.33 Unit Plan and Site Plan
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Site plan
1 Garage. 2 22-storey tower blocks. 3 Children's playground. 4 Green
common.
Figure 2.5.34 Map ofHarvard
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Figure 2.5.36 Townhouses
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2.5.6 Radford Court, University of Washington, 2002
"We've developed a concept we call community ofscholars,
... we spent a lot of time thinking about in between spaces,
and anywhere we can create an interconnectedness for the
students. "
- Ron van de,. Veen
Radford Court is a University ofWashington housing complex
recently constructed near campus. It is designed to encourage
community among its population of mostly married graduate
students and their families. The site plan of the court includes
a cluster of townhouses and shared green spaces in between.
The neighborhoods are arranged around shared green spaces
so that residents, especially kids, can travel from one to the
other without encountering traffic. A community center serves
as a centralized gathering spot for study groups or social
events, and a child development center provides enrichment
activities for the progeny of scholars. Additionally there is a
shopping center minutes away from the university village.
The design received the AlA Residential Design Award in
2003 and the AlA Seattle 2002 Award. The jury comments
on how the design "demonstrates how an architect can lead a
client in wise investment to protect the fabric ofa community.
Number of Units
Type of Residents
Project Size
Type of Units
Unit Size
Construction Cost
400
Married graduate student
2,368,080 sf
Studio, One-bedroom, Two bedroom, Three-bedroom
435-980 sf
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Figure 2.5.37 Bird View
Figure 2.5.38 Pedestrians
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Figure 2.5.39 One-bedroom Flat
Figure 2.5.40 Two-bedroom Flat
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Utilizes some existing infrastructure to achieve economies, the
design manages to avoid the deadening logic ofnew urbanism
with site-specific planning. A few imperfections -- built-ins --
take away only a little from the overall achievement."
Radford Court is a good illustration of how design can
contribute to a sense of community. Today, more and more
students prefer to live in autonomous apartment-style units
with more privacy, rather than in the dormitory-style housing
of old. This change will offer yet more constraints and
challenges for architects seeking to devise other ways of
creating community.
Footnotes
1 The German Reformation of the 16th century was initiated by
Martin Luther and aimed at reforming the institution of the Church.
2 Howard Adelman. The Bed ofAcademe. Toronto, 1969.
3 President Franklin D. Rooselvelt signed an executive order
establishing the Federal Emergency Administration of Public
Works in 1933. This act attempted to reduce unemployment
through construction and other public works. The housing division
of the Public Works Administration (PWA) promoted a program
incorporating both low-cost housing and slum clearance projects.
4 The Title IV of the Housing Act of 1950 is also known as the
"Housing for Educational Institutions Act." The act offered
financial assistance to educational institutions in providing loans for
housing repairs and additions as well as for the amortization of new
construction.
5 "United States: Student Housing Privatization," by Stephen
Douglas Niles, 22 January 2004.
6 501(c)(3) corporation or a government conduit.
7 The developer receives a development fee for its services and is
responsible for oversight and management of the project's design
and construction, and for procuring the necessary financing. The
developer's affiliate (or a management agent selected by the
developer) typically will assume responsibility for managing the
project after construction completion (and, in some cases, providing
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some of the required residence life services).
8 Depending on the particular circumstances (and the transaction's
ability to satisfy the rating agency requirements), a privatization
transaction may be structured to allow at least some portion of
the related construction and permanent debt to remain off the
university's balance sheet. This so-called "off-balance sheet"
financing (e.g., debts incurred by the developers, not the universities)
helps to preserve a school's debt capacity and credit rating for other
borrowing.
9 Privatization does not force a school to forego the benefits of
tax-exempt bond financing. Although the rates on student housing
privatization bonds are typically not as favorable as bonds backed by
general university revenues, universities can still achieve financial
savings and limit the exposure of their own balance sheets. Also,
since bonds backed by other university revenues are not required,
public universities can preserve their revenue bond capacity.
10 Quoted from "Typology and Design Method ," by Alan
Colquhoun, 1967.
11 The Materials ofHarvard Graduate Center and Peabody Complex
are obtained from Student Housing, edited by William Mullins and
Phyllis Allen, Praeger Publishers, 1971.
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MIT Graduate Housing System
3.1 History of MIT's Graduate Housing Policy and
Development
MIT's housing policy dates back to the early 1900s. As
MIT prepared to move from Boston to Cambridge in
1914, President Richard C. Maclaurin, probably due to his
experiences at Cambridge University in England, made the
first proposal for providing on-campus student residences
at its new location. Mr. Bosworth1 thus integrated a series
of residential quadrangles in his first campus plan for MIT.
Later in 1916, the first student house, Senior House, was built
both for undergraduates and some graduate students. This
event established a tradition for housing graduate students on
campus that continues to this day.
Over time, MIT's residential system has evolved to respond
to and meet the changing needs of the Institute as well as the
student body. Appendix 3-a outlines the major events relating
to student housing, both political and physical, which have
occurred since the move to Cambridge in 1914. The events
listed represent the prevailing view of the given period.
Figure 3.1.1 Sketch ofBosworth
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3.1.1 First Establishment of Graduate Housing at MIT
The first graduate residence at MIT, the second in the United
States, was established in 1938 by then President Karl Taylor
Compton. To encourage funding for the project, he stated in
an address to the alumni: "Graduate students now lack almost
completely the social contacts which the undergraduates enjoy
throughout their manifold organized activities. Their cultural Figure 3.1.2 River Bank Hotel
development, and hence their social effectiveness, depend on
such contacts. The most natural cultural training comes from
free social intercourse between men of differing interests
but of equivalent intellectual outlook." Hence, River Bank
Hotel (now Ashdown House) was purchased for the housing
of graduate students.2 In the following year, Bexley Hall, a
private apartment house, was acquired and rented to graduate
students, faculty, and staff. These were the first buildings in
the MIT graduate residential system.
Although there were a series of undergraduate housing
developments, no significant new construction of graduate
housing occurred in the following two decades. By 1960,
the changing character of the Institute's student body and
its aspirations for an improved quality of life on the campus
resulted in various parties calling for the development of a
comprehensive housing plan considering every group of the
MIT community. There were extensive discussions and a
series of reports relating to graduate student housing during
the 1950s, such as the Ryer Report3 in 1956, the Report of
the Committee on the Future of the Graduate School in 1958,
and the Proposal of Bush-Brown Committee on the Graduate
Center in 1960. MIT was being challenged to consider the
types of housing and residential requirements of different
groups.
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3.1.2 Second Century Fund Campaign and the 1960
Housing Plan
MIT Corporation Chainnan James R. Killian and President
Julius A. Stratton led the Second Century Fund Campaign in
1960 in order to raise money for funding campus development
projects. The need for more graduate residences, stimulated
by a growth in the graduate school, was clearly stated. The
campaign successfully raised more than $95 million.
The stated goal of the Second Century Fund Campaign was
reflected in a document entitled "The Long-Range Plan,,4 that
the MIT Planning Office prepared for the Planning Committee
in 1960. This report addressed facility and housing needs in
anticipation of a steady population growth reaching nearly
16,000 students, faculty, and staff by 1975. One of the
recommendations for managing future growth and guiding
development in this plan was for MIT to "develop a complete
community on its campus to include academic, research, and
residential and recreational areas." The housing component
of this plan advocates making housing "a vital part of an
education at the Institute ...."
According to the Housing Plan, four 300-bed undergraduate
houses were to be built along the Charles River on the west
campus. Westgate opened for married graduate students in
1963, with Eastgate following in 1967. It was recommended
that a graduate center for 1,200 single graduate students be
built west of the Sebastian S. Kresge Auditorium. It also
eannarked the land on Vassar Street for the purpose ofmeeting
the long-range needs of undergraduate housing on the west
campus.5 The plan became the basis for future actions to build
or redevelop housing on campus.
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3.1.3 MIT Graduate Center
The idea of a graduate center was first suggested in the Ryer
Report in 1956. The report recommended developing a
graduate center east of the main educational buildings. This
concept was later included in the Report of the Committee
on the Future of the Graduate School in 1958. It stressed
the importance of graduate housing in attracting students
to the Institute and in serving as a resource for their social
and intellectual development, or "education in breadth." The
report advocated the idea of establishing a graduate center
that will "promote a sense of community among graduate
students and scholars by providing residences for unmarried
students, dining facilities, seminar and recreational facilities."
This concept was later addressed in the Second Century Fund
Campaign of 1960, and further developed in the Report of
the Bush-Brown Committee6 that proposed to construct a
Graduate Student Center with a residential capacity of 600
students. This report also proposed to house 50% of graduate
and married students. Emphasis was placed on the integration
of both academic resources and support services in the
center.
In 1962, Robert Simha7 made a proposal that featured a
Graduate Center for 1,200 single graduate students, to be
built in phases west of Kresge Auditorium, as well as two
concentrations of apartment dwellings at the east and west
ends ofcampus for married graduate students, faculty, guests,
and visitors.
Following in 1963, the Planning Office agreed on a design
program for the Graduate Center. The first of these schemes
were design and site studies by Eero Saarinen and Eduardo
Catalano, but did not meet the Committee's requirements.
After that, Harry Weese & Associates of Chicago were
commissioned to design the Graduate Center and the additions
to the Central Athletic Facility. The scheme presented in 1965
included a west-facing stadium-like housing unit behind
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Figure 3.1.3 Site Plan of Graduate
Center of Kresge Oval by E.
Saarinen
Figure 3.1.4 Site Plan of Graduate
Center at Kresge Oval by E.F
Catalona
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Figure 3.1.5 Study ofGraduate Center by H. Weese
Kresge Auditorum. This scheme was thought to be too
massive and unwieldy to build in stages. During one of the
reviews that same year, Associate Dean Weatherall suggested
an alternate model for the Graduate Center. In this model,
dining and social activities were organized in a separate
facility that would be available to all graduate students. This
view deviated from the previous proposal in the Bush-Brown
report, which organized graduate students in single rooms
around dining and social facilities in the English collegiate
style. A heated debate on its physical form followed without
ever reaching a final agreement.
Regrettably, the proposed Graduate Centerwas not constructed
in the 1960s because of the strain on MIT's resources and the
dormitory versus apartment controversy. This result is not
unique, as the Institute's experience with other development
projects can attest to. In spite of MIT's desire for better
housing alternatives for its student community, the agreed-on
objectives often outstripped the available resources and were
thus not fulfilled.
Although the development plan was thwarted, it was
not given up. The Institute began looking for alternative
opportunities. Because of amendments made to Cambridge's
Zoning Ordinance in 1992, and the Cambridge Growth Policy
Documentofl993, MIT's land inventory in the Cambridgeport
Industrial District was severely reduced. Nevertheless, the
Institute decided to resume the Graduate Center project in
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that very site. In 1997, Koetter, Kim & Associates conducted
a series of studies and surveys for the Graduate Center and its
surrounding neighborhood. The 3.2 acre parcel at Sidney and
Pacific Street was chosen for the new complex. Developing
the project in this location was not easy and has taken years
of advocacy and planning. The Boston architectural firm of
Steffian Bradley Associates, Inc. undertook the design in
2000. The Sidney-Pacific Graduate Center finally opened in
the fall of 2002 and now accommodates more than 700 single
graduate students.
3.1.4 MIT Campus Design Forum
In the spring of 1999, the MIT Planning Office organized a
design forum to shape a vision for the future of the campus.
A team of world-renowned designers convened in Cambridge
to contribute their insight. Many ideas were generated
during the three-day event, and the issue of future residential
development on and near campus was also discussed.
An agreement was reached that most future expansion of
housing on campus should occur in the northwest sector. This
sector is next to the University Park development and includes
a few blocks of the Cambridgeport residential neighborhood.
As zoning and neighborhood context required lower densities
in this area, residential use was gauged in terms of floor
area ratios. The mission was to build a residential, office,
and commuter parking mixed-use district, merging the MIT
landscape with the urban fabric of Cambridge.
Five years after the forum, much of this vision has already
been fulfilled. University Park has emerged as a successful
development for both the Institute and the city of Cambridge.
A large, high-quality graduate residence hall has been built
on the comer of Sydney and Pacific Street. Along with the
Warehouse on Albany Street, MIT now houses 40% of its
graduate students, whose lives have been greatly improved.
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Figure 3.1.6 Proposed MIT Open Space
• Courtyard
Garden/Small court
ReSidential Landscape
• Plaza
Figure 3.1.7 Proposed MIT Circulation
Campus Circularion
Major Arterials
Minor Artenals
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3.2 MIT's On-campus Graduate Residences8
MIT now has 8 residences on campus for graduate students;
6 are for single students and 2 are for married students.
The 6 single residences are: Ashdown, purchased in 1938;
Tang Hall, built in 1973; Green Hall, converted to graduate
student use in 1983; Edgerton, built in 1990; The Warehouse,
opened in 2001; and Sydney-Pacific following in 2002. The
two residences for families are Westgate7, built in 1963, and
Eastgate in 1967. The total occupancy of these buildings
represents 36% of the entire population of graduate students.
Table 3.1 MIT Graduate Residences
Single ......
Ashdown Edgerton(N W8I8houM saP (NW86) Westgate(~
Mil GrHn (W5) Tang(W84) W10) (NW30) W85) (E55)
OCCupency 420 46 404 190 121 750 209 197
Open V.. 1938 1983 1973 1990 2001 2002 1962 1966?
Building Type Re-use Free- Tower Courtyard Re-use Free-standing Complex Tower
standing
Tech Shuttle Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
- ---I No No No Yes No Yes No Yes
Bus Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No No
Klchen Shared by Shared by Shared by Private Private Private Private Privatefloor floor apartment
Restroom Shared by Shared by Shared by Private Private Private Private Privatefloor floor apartment
Laundry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Children nursery - - - - - - Yes Yes
excising Room No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
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Figure 3.2.1 Ashdown
Figure 3.2.2 Ashdown
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Figure 3.2.3 First Floor Plan
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3.2.1 Single Residences
Ashdown House
Ashdown House is located at the comer of Massachusetts
Avenue and Memorial Drive, directly across from MIT's
main building on Mass Ave. It is a courtyard-style house
with its main fayade lying along the banks of the Charles
River and facing the Harvard Bridge toward Boston. Living
arrangements in Ashdown are divided into single suites and
shared rooms.
Ashdown has 2 multipurpose rooms on the ground floor
where coffee hour as well as other student and faculty events
are held each week. The rooms can also be rented for public
use. It has a large lobby serving as a residents' lounge plus
smaller lounges for each floor. In addition, there is a game
room and a fully equipped darkroom.
Advantages: The greatest advantage to living at Ashdown is
its location. In addition to being across the street from the
main MIT campus, various services located at the Student
Center are within walking distance, and public transportation
is nearby. Its other advantage is its affordability. Of all the
on-campus graduate dormitories, Ashdown has the lowest
rent rate. Furthermore, the Ashdown resident community
is considered to be one of the friendliest. Residents of the
same floor have plenty of opportunity to meet in the common
kitchen at dinnertime.
Disadvantages: The major complaint about Ashdown is its
lack of privacy. Many residents have to live in a double
room. The busy and irregular schedule of graduate students
makes it particularly difficult for roommates to coordinate
sleeping times. The limited kitchen and bathroom facilities
pose further coordination problems in the early morning and
evening hours. There is no off-campus parking available.
These inconveniences cause occasional turnover midyear,
making it hard to control the vacancy rate.
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Green Hall
Green Hall is located at 350 Memorial Drive between Baker
House and McCormick Hall. It is a dormitory-style residence
that houses 46 graduate women in 32 single and 7 double
rooms. Single rooms are reserved for residents with seniority.
All the rooms are furnished.
Advantages: The dorm, like Ashdown, is located in the
center of the campus within walking distance of the main
building, student center, athletic facilities, and transportation
on Mass Ave. The small size and single-sex orientation make
it favorable to international graduate women. It is easy for
students to interact with each other, and many are inclined to
stay through their completion of study.
Disadvantages: There is not enough common space in the
building. Kitchen and lounge rooms are shared by floor.
Storage space is inadequate and no common study place is
available in the residences. Renovation and the addition of
new amenities is not economical due to the small scale of the
building and the limited number of users.
70
Figure 3.2.4 Front Facade
Figure 3.2.5 Back Facade
Figure 3.2.6 Typical Floor Plan
Figure 3.2.7 Tang Hall
Figure 3.2.8 Typical Floor Plan
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Tang Hall
Tang Hall is a 24-story tower building located at the west end
of campus along the Charles River. It is a IS-minute walk to
the main entrance of MIT. Built in 1973, the residence was
financed by a loan from the College Housing Program and a
gift from the Tang family.
Tang now houses 404 single graduate students. The occupancy
is restricted to first-year graduate students. There are 2 two-
bedroom, 2 three-bedroom, and 2 four-bedroom apartments
on each floor, and each unit has its own kitchen and bathroom.
All bedrooms and living rooms are furnished. A laundry room
and a video room are placed on the ground floor. A large
lounge with a great view of the Charles River is located on
the top floor.
Advantages: Tang Hall is welcomed by many first-year
students because of its affordabi1ity and apartment-style
design. It provides residents with the privacy of apartment
living. Lounges in the three- and four-bedroom apartments
facilitate the interaction of residents in the same suite.
Apartments A-D also have good views of the campus and
the Charles River. Tang Hall has comprehensive facilities
including a gym, a music room, a stock room, two common
lounges, and a laundry room.
Disadvantages: Tang Hall's location constitutes its major
disadvantage. Although MIT provides shuttle service linking
Tang Hall to the main campus, the service is unreliable and
unavailable on weekends. Furthermore, the design of the
building, especially the lack of common space, discourages
the residents from meeting even their neighbors on the
same floor. Social life has been rather inactive at Tang Hall.
Although built in early 1970s, the heating and the water
systems often malfunction.
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Edgerton House
Edgerton House is located in the northwest section of the
campus and is a 10-minute walk to the main entrance of MIT.
It opened in July 1990. It is apartment style and accommodates
190 single graduate men and women. Residents in Edgerton
House are both new and continuing students.
The hall consists of several styles of apartments. There are
2 studio and 17 one-bedroom units for one student, 38 two-
bedroom units for two students, 25 three-bedroom units for
three students, and 5 four-bedroom duplex units for four
students. Common facilities include small lounges on each
floor, two larger lounges on the first floor, a music room, a
spacious enclosed courtyard, and an equipped exercise room.
Advantages: Edgerton is a new, clean building with great
maintenance staff. It is apartment oriented, comfortable, and
the single study-bedrooms offer privacy. It has large lounges
and a spacious courtyard with a great barbecue area. There are
apartments and rooms specifically modified to accommodate
disabled residents. In addition, it is near Cambridge's Central
Square retail district with a major supermarket only 2 blocks
away.
Disadvantages: It is more expensive than a dorm. Some
residents also complain it is less social.
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Figure 3.2.9 Edgerton
Figure 3.2.10 Entrance
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Figure 3.2.11 Typical Floor Plan
Figure 3.2.12 Warehouse
Figure 3.2.13 Typical Floor Plan
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The Warehouse
The Warehouse is located in the northwest section of campus
and is a 15-minute walk to the main entrance of MIT. As
mentioned in chapter 2, the residential complex at 224 Albany
Street offers graduate students an attractive alternative to near-
campus housing. The five-story 90,000-square-foot building
houses 120 single-occupancy suites, each with its own bath
and kitchenette. There is a front desk as well as a coffee room,
kitchen, dining room, exercise room, and a lounge located in
the semi-basement, all spacious and well equipped.
Advantages: The apartments are efficiency-style, with a small
sleeping area separated from the living and study spaces by
cooking facilities. This design gives graduate students the
benefits of living in private quarters while bringing them into
the campus community.
Disadvantages: Although the suites are high quality, the rent
is arguably high considering the meager income of graduate
students. Also, without direct access to Vassar Street, it is far
from the main entrance of campus.
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Sydney-Pacific
Sidney-Pacific is located at 70 Pacific Street. This new
residence building opened in the fall of 2002, and houses
750 new and continuing graduate students. It is the largest
graduate residence at MIT. After years of negotiation, it was
finally built to comply with Cambridge's zoning regulations.
The building is designed around the large landscaped
courtyard accessible from Sidney and Pacific Streets.
The building is divided into 4 wings with a landscaped
courtyard between them. Along with several lounges and
study rooms, there are 2 indoor storage rooms for bicycles,
a music room, game room, fitness center, and coin-operated
laundry. Multipurpose rooms and common kitchens are also
available for receptions and community gatherings.
Advantages: Active common facilities are located on the
ground floor to stimulate street-oriented activities and
interaction. The careful interior design of the common space
contributes greatly to daily social life. The recreation facilities
fully satisfy student needs. The facades are articulated in a
manner that helps to reduce their perceived scale. The result
appears more like a family ofrelated buildings rather than one
large building. Services such as supermarkets and the Central
Square retail area are nearby.
Disadvantages: Public transportation is currently not nearby.
There is a lack of direct access to the main campus.
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Figure 3.2. J4 Sydney-Pacific
Figure 3.2. J5 Courtyard
Figure 3.2. J6 Bedroom
Figure 3.2. J7 Typical Floor Plan
Figure 3.2.18 Westgate Tower
Figure 3.2.19 Play Ground
Figure 3.2.20 Typical Floor Plan
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3.2.2 Family Residences
Westgate
Located at the far west end of the campus, Westgate is a five-
building complex providing housing to 210 students families.
It is 15-minute walk to the Institute's main buildings. It was
built in 1962 under the pressure of the housing shortage at a
time of limited budget. The 16-story tower has 90 efficiency
or studio apartments, and 60 one-bedroom apartments.
There are also 60 two-bedroom apartments in 4 three-story
buildings surrounding an outdoor playground area. The
laundry facilities and common lounge are located in the
basement. Parking is available on site and at Briggs field.
There is a formal Westgate government that fosters resident
participation in administrative decisions.
Advantages: The two-bedrooms units in the subsidiary
buildings are thought to be good for couples with children. It
has proven to be successful and there is always a long waiting
list foe occupancy. The open spaces between buildings are
carefully organized and include a children's playground.
The residents' government is powerful and supportive,
and residents are welcome to participate in administrative
decisions such as rent increases and the improvement of
infrastructure.
Disadvantages: The efficiency units aimed at lowering the
cost per unit have turned out to be unfavorable for couples.
Despite the low rent, it is hard for couples to separate sleeping
activities from study or work activities. This has sometimes
led to stressful relationships and even the occasional divorce.
Residents also have had negative opinions about the laundry
facilities in the basement that become easily overcrowded.
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Eastgate
Located at the far east end of the campus, next to the Sloan
School of Management and the Department of Political
Science, Eastgate is a 29-story tower with 197 family
apartments. It is next to Kendall Square and within a 10-
minute walk of the Institute's main buildings. The building
contains 82 one-bedroom center units, 96 one-bedroom
comer units, and 19 two-bedroom units. A community lounge,
laundry facilities, a play area for children, and a study room
are placed in the penthouse in order to encourage interaction
between residents. There is also a nursery on the second floor
with its own outside entrance.
Advantages: Eastgate arguably has the best location on
campus. Two minutes to the subway and one minute to the
Dewey library, Eastgate attracts many graduate students with
families, particularly Sloan MBAs. Similar to Tang Hall,
Eastgate has comprehensive facilities and a lounge in the
penthouse has a breathtaking view. Eastgate also has an off-
street parking lot that is valuable to families with cars. The
kindergarten next to the building is also a plus to families with
children.
Disadvantages: The lack of public spaces poses a problem
for communication between neighbors in Eastgate, especially
for spouses who desire a social life. There is a lack of green
space, and the tower housing configuration without outdoor
space is not suitable for families with children. Furthermore,
the site is right next to a heavy traffic area that causes noise
problems. Tiny kitchenettes and cross-bedroom bathroom
access are further causes of inconvenience.
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Figure 3.2.21 Eastgate Tower
Figure 3.2.22 Children Playroom in
Panthouse
• -r
..
I
Figure 3.2.23 Typical Floor Plan
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3.3 The Objective and Strategy for MIT Graduate
Housing
The objective of providing affordable housing for graduate
students has long been a goal of the Institute's. It is considered
more and more important nowadays due to increasing
competition among universities. Progress toward that goal
has been made. The Institute has developed an urban design
concept for MIT-owned sites reserved for future housing
development.
Several constructions have been completed in the past few
years: A new undergraduate residence has been built on
Vassar Street, adding 350 beds. NW30 has been renovated
as a graduate residence, and the Sydney-Pacific residence is
a recent addition. These two projects add a total of 840 new
beds. The on-campus housing available to single graduate
students has been nearly doubled compared to five years ago.
However, despite all these accomplishments, the goal to
house 100% of undergraduates on campus and up to 50% of
graduate enrollments has not yet been achieved. Nevertheless,
the challenge is still there for schemes and strategies toward
future potential development.
In October 2002, the Graduate Student Council conducted
a survey of the 5,832 enrolled graduate students. This web-
based survey was administered for the purpose of soliciting
feedback from the MIT graduate student population regarding
a large and diverse set of questions. The survey results
are intended to provide a set of statistics that will allow
for more informed decision making at MIT to ensure that
graduate students are able to meet the basic cost-of-living
needs associated with study at MIT. Part of the results of the
survey will be discussed in the following sections to address
the housing needs and preferences of graduate students and
discover new strategies to match student needs with the goals
of the Institute.
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3.3.1 Meeting the Housing Needs of Graduate Students at
MIT
MIT's housing inventory has yet to meet the ever-increasing
demand for on- or near-campus housing for both single and
married graduate students. Although the exact numbers are
difficult to predict, it seems clear that, even with the growing
price of current on-campus housing, and even if graduate
school enrollments do not increase as they have in the past,
not all demands can be met by current resources. The Boston
and Cambridge market does not appear able to accommodate
students who are not already housed on campus or in the local
area. Some students are forced to move to outlying towns.
According to the official enrollment statistic,9 there are 6,139
graduate students now enrolled in MIT. Among them, 2,694
are Masters students and the other 3,445 are Ph.D. students,
which represent 440/0 and 560/0 of the total population
respectively. 2,627 of the total population are international
students from more than 90 countries and districts.
The 2002 Graduate Student Life Survey indicates that the
preference for on- or near-campus housing is over 50%.
Because of new space in the Sydney-Pacific residence, the
demand from the single students sector has relatively flattened
as the demand from the married students sector has increased.
According to data from the MIT housing office, there are
about 40% ofgraduate students now living in MIT on-campus
dormitories. More than 600 students are still waiting for on-
campus housing assignments.
Research conducted10 on the Cambridge rental market in the
summer of2001 included a comparison study between student
housing and market housing. Some results of this research are
included in Appendix 3-C.
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3.3.2 Housing Preferences of Graduate Students
The rising diversity, as measured by the race, nationality, and
age group of graduate students, has posed a greater than ever
challenge to the design of graduate student housing. MIT
graduate students currently range in age from 20 to 50, and
work in 24 fields of study. Nearly half of graduate students
are married, and one quarter of them have children. More
than one third of the student body are international students
who come from more than 90 countries and districts. One half
are enrolled in Ph.D. or Sc.D. programs, one half in Masters
and engineering degree programs. Graduate students' views
and preferences for housing differ radically and are heavily
affected by their backgrounds. The differences in graduate
students' preferences, however, are often overshadowed by
their commonality: they are all graduate students, they will
study in the Cambridge area for a period of time, and they
earn an annual income mostly lower than 25k.
Three factors play an important role in student housing
considerations: the amenities and living environment, student
ability to pay, and proximity or access to the campus. The
following section will describe the housing preferences
of graduate students according to the results of the 2002
survey. The study is based on the assumption that income
and transportation options are homogeneous to the graduate
student body. The intention ofthe study is to assess the existing
housing system by delineating its merits and shortcomings.
Meanwhile, it addresses MIT's role in accommodating basic
student needs and how on-campus housing options will affect
students' housing choices.
Amenities and Living Environment
Of all graduate student preferences concerning the amenities
of housing, privacy ranks the first. According to the 2002
survey, 55% of the participants say their first consideration is
whether it provides a private living space. The next four top
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Table 3.2 Ranking of5 Room Amenities by Students
Amenitv Rankinfl ,
1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Single occupancy
.J 55.70% 9.90% 3.50% 3.50% 3.50%
Square foot per person 13.00% 17.00% 12.90% 13.80% 12.30%
Summer residency allowed 9.50% 10.10% 8.20% 9.10% 10.80%
Bathroom (per capita) 5.20% 23.60% 19.20% 13.90% 8.90%
Kitchen (per capita) 4.70% 13.90% 21.30% 15.80% 10.20%
Noise between rooms 3.30% 7.20% 9.60% 11.40% 11.50%
lAir conditioning 2.30% 5.30% 9.10% 11.20% 11.30%
Fully Furnished Room 2.30% 4.90% 5.30% 6.80% 5.70%
IVIew 1.10% 1.80% 2.30% 3.20% 9.10%
Squatters rights 0.90% 2.10% 2.60% 3.00% 3.80%
Upkeep I cleaningby staff 0.90% 2.60% 4.10% 4.00% 4.80%
Dishwasher 0.90% 1.10% 1.20% 3.00% 5.60%
Carpeting 0.40% 0.60% 0.80% 1.50% 2.60%
Based on 2,426 responses (93.0% ofall respondents) or more for each rankmg
considerations are square foot per person, summer residency
allowance, bathroom per capita, and kitchen per capita. All
these physical and nonphysical preferences indicate the desire
for a student dorm that is not only a shelter, but a home.
The importance of the study room has become increasingly
apparent. Graduate students tend to have more solitary study
habits. Many of them spend a large amount of time at home
studying. Privacy, as well as flexibility in use, is desired. The
basic requirement is that a private study-bedroom be a place
to live, sleep, read, work, store personal effects, and even
entertain guests.
A 100 square foot study-bedroom has been thought adequate
for the needs of the typical undergraduate student, with
rectangular rooms preferable to square rooms since they are
easier to furnish and organize. Most of the older dormitories
for graduate students also adopt this standard. However,
preference rank shows this to be unsatisfactory, particularly
to graduate students, who strongly desire control over the
identity of their rooms. Further study is needed for specific
cases in consideration of student needs, construction budget
limitations, and zoning regulations.
The double room is the least welcome configuration among
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single students. Individual activities are often interrupted
by the existence of a roommate sharing the same space; the
desire for privacy cannot be fulfilled. The efficiency, unable to
accommodate different activities simultaneously, also causes
trouble for couples in daily use. These two room types are not
recommended for future housing development.
Affordability
The second most important criteria for a housing system is
the amount of rent it charges. Unlike undergraduates, most
graduate students live on their own income, which is mainly
composed ofRAand TAstipends on campus. Only 6.7% ofthe
students have fellowships. Data from the 2002 survey indicate
that the graduate student income is low. In the survey, 93.9%
of the respondents report that their annual income is below
25k. Nearly a quarter of the students' annual income is below
10k. On the other hand, the median distribution of expenses
a graduate student pays for housing is $850 per month,
respectively, $750 per month for single students, $1,300 for
couples, and $1,900 for couples with dependants. 53.6% of
survey respondents indicate that their expenses exceed their
income. Within this sector, more people are living off campus.
Students who have partners and dependants are found to be
under financial deficit more often, with 60.9% reporting
expenses exceeding income.
Faced with financial constraints, graduate students express
the desire for increased stipends. In addition, students seek
subsidies for housing expenses. On campus, rents generally
decrease in proportion to the age of the house. In older
dormitories, rents are projected to cover only operating
costs and are below the market rate. On the other hand, the
recently built student apartments, including Edgerton, NW30,
and Sydney-Pacific, are charged at a rate slightly below the
market rate of Cambridge and are nearly equal to the median
rents paid by all students.
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fellow
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RA + External fellow
6.1%
Other / combination
of funding
22.1%
Based on Z517 responses (96.5% ofall respondents)
Figure 3.3. J Sources ofFundingfor Students
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Based on Z576 responses (98.7% ofall respondents)
Mean of distribution (with cap at $50,000) = $14,766
Median of distribution = $17,000
Figure 3.3.2 Disposable Income
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Table3.3 Rents for MIT Off-campus Graduate Students
Off-campus Rents in 2002
MIT Graduate Housing System
Median Mean
Single student $750 $852
Married student without
dependants $1,300 $1,325
Married student with
dependants $1,900 $1,814
All $850 $1,024
Figure 3.3.3 Rentfor All Off-campus Respondents
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Based 001,392 ff!S{JOf1SeS (97.6% ofrespondents IMng offcampus)
Mean of distribution (with caps at $300 and $2500) = $1,024
Median of distribution =$850
Figure 3.3.5 Rentfor Single Ojf-campus Respondents
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Figure 3.3.4 Rentfor Ojf-campus Respondents without
Children
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Basedon 504 responses (95.8% ofoffcampus respondents with spouse/partner)
Mean of distribution (with caps at $300 and $25(0) = $1,325
Median of distribution = $1,300
Figure 3.3.6 Rentfor Ojf-campus Respondents with
Children
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Mean of distribution (with caps at $300 and $2500) = $1,814
Median of distribution =$1,900
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Table 3.4 Rent for On-campus Graduate Students (Academic Year 2004-2005)
Single
Double
Deluxe Double
Studio
One-bedroom
Two-bedroom
Two-bedroom-Quad
Three-bedroom
Four-bedroom
Ashdown(W1) Green(W5) Median Mean
$548 $544 $546 $546
$486 $453 $470 $470
$527 $527 $527
Tang(W84) :dgerton(NW1Ckrehouse (NW S&P(NW86) Median Mean
$974 $900 $900 $900 $925
$1,191 $1,191 $1,191
$572 $800 $800 $800 $724
$534 $534 $534
$609 $665 $800 $665 $691
$604 $609 $607 $607
$1113/$1034
$1,328
Efficiency
One-bedroom
Two-bedroom
Off-campus Rents in 2002
Westgate(W85) Eastgate (E55)
$898
$1,057
$1,193
u
Median
$898
$1,057
$1,261
Mean
$898
$1,057
$1,261
Single student
Married student without dependants
Married student with dependants
All
Median
$750
$1,300
$1,900
$850
Mean
$852
$1,325
$1,814
$1,024
Table 3.5 Rents Comparison, On-campus vs. Ojf-campus
Off-campus On-campus Differential Differential(Monthly) (Annually)
Single student $780 $609 $171 $2,056
Married student without dependants $1,353 $978 $375 $4,500
Married student with dependants $1,977 $1,216 $761 $9,129
Note:
1. Assume there is 2% annual growth in off-campus rents since 2002.
2. Assume all one-bedroom and efficiency room on-campus are occupied by students without dependants.
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As early as 1956, a break-even policy was adopted on all
housing ventures. The policy mandates that rents for on-
campus buildings should always reflects construction and
operating costs. In spite of this policy, students living on
campus are more or less subsidized by the Institute. Since
only a few students can live on campus, some complain about
the hidden subsidy benefiting on-campus residents.
Harvard University, also located in Cambridge, adopts
a different pricing policy in regard to graduate student
housing. Harvard has taken the lead in keeping rent charges
level, reflecting their effort to remove any hidden subsidy to
campus residents by charging close to local market values for
their units. They have an active role in acquiring residential
properties within walking distance to the campus and have
converted many of them into affordable university-affiliated
housing for graduate students, staff, and faculty.
No matter what policy the university adopts, with the financial
burden ofbeing a graduate student and the greatest percentage
of that being housing expenses, affordable housing near
campus is always desirable. Good housing models that can
balance the trade-off ofquality oflife and expense will always
be appreciated. Furthermore, urban university often plays an
active role in the city. The participation of urban universities
in increasing the number of affordable housing units will
benefit the city as a whole. The opportunities and constraints
of future housing development by the Institute will be further
discussed in section 3.4.
Proximity to Campus and Community
According to the result of the 2002 survey, prOXImIty to
campus was the most considered factor in the "building and
community amenities" category. 19.8% of the respondents
ranked it first and more than 60% of the respondents ranked
it in the top five. There are several reasons why students tend
to live close to campus. First, students studying engineering
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represent a large portion of the graduate students at MIT.
Unlike undergraduates, they spend most of their time in the
lab and the office, so living close by allows easier access
and saves time. Second, many foreign students prefer living
close to campus because their social involvement is often
closely linked to the MIT community. In fact, one of the more
important goals for the Institute in providing an on-campus
housing system, with respect to community, is to facilitate
the professional, recreational, and social interaction among
students, faculty, and staff.
The third and most important reason for students to live close
to campus are the current limitations of public transportation.
According to survey results, for students who live offcampus,
38.50/0 of respondents use public transportation combined
with walking. 18.3% use bikes, and another 5.7% combine
biking with public transportation. Due to limited parking
permits for on- and near-campus parking, only 7.1 % of the
respondents drive to the campus, while 6% both drive and
use public transportation. Only 8% of the students living off
Table 3.6 Ranking ofTop 5 Building and Community Amenities by Students
Amenity Ranldng
1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Proximity to campus 19.80% 12.50% 10.30% 8.90% 9.10%
lack of pests 13.10% 8.80% 6.40% 5.60% 4.60%
Age of buildina I uPkeep 12.60% 8.20% 6.00% 6.90% 7.80%
Parking 7.90% 8.20% 7.10% 5.30% 4.40%
Gym 7.70% 7.20% 6.20% 6.30% 6.10%
Safety of area near building 7.60% 7.80% 7.40% 7.40% 7.00%
Common area (aame room, tv room, lounges) 5.40% 3.10% 3.50% 3.10% 5.50%
Wireless I network speed 5.00% 6.90% 9.30% 8.40% 8.50%
Laundry machines per capb 4.90% 9.20% 11.50% 10.30% 8.80"
Street noise I pollution 3.90% 5.40% 6.30% 6.70% 6.10%
Proximity to ATM I grocery 2.40% 7.50% 7.30% 8.90% 9.00%
Social programming 2.00% 2.60% 1.70% 2.00% 2.60%
No house tax 2.00% 1.90% 1.00% 1.70% 1.80%
Shuttle I Saferide availability 1.70% 2.40% 3.10% 3.90% 5.70%
1- apace 1.00% 2.70% 4.50% 5.40% 4.50%
Computers per capita 0.90% 1.00% 1.60% 1.50% 0.80%
Outdoor common area 0.70% 1.50% 2.10% 2.60" 2.10%
Entertainment facilities 0.60% 1.50% 2.00% 2.60% 2.70%
Desk services 0.60% 1.20% 1.60% 1.40% 2.10%
Housemaster 0.30% 0.50% 0.90% 0.90% 0.60%
Based on 2.384 responses (91.4% of all respondents) or more for each rankmg
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Figure 3.3.7 Form ojTransportation Utilized by On-campus Respondents
Walking
62.8%
Van/shuttle
7.1 %
Other
3.6%
Public transport
+ walking
7.2%
Biking
19.3%
Based on 989 responses (97.1% ofrespondents living on campus)
Figure 3.3.8 Form ojTransportation Utilized by Off-campus Respondents
Public transport
+ walking
38.5%
Driving
7.1%
Public transport
+ driving
6.0%
Walking
21.8%
Public transport + biking
5.7%
Biking
18.3%
Based on 1,396 responses (97.9% ofrespondents living offcampus)
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Single Students
Avg.3.5 MI.
7% > 10MI.
Married Students
Avg.6.8 MI. 25% > 10 MI.
Map Source: MBTA Commuter Rail System
Figure 3.3.9 Average Distance ofOff-campus Residents from MIT
campus utilize MIT's Saferide system. For the on-campus
living sector, the majority chooses to walk to campus, and
19.3% ride bikes. Only 7.1% of the respondents use Tech
shuttles.
The lack of public transportation to campus and limited
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parking lots available on or near campus cause many students
to choose to live closer to campus. The shifting demands
therefore to some degree affect the housing market around
the campus area, forming a positive correlation between
proximity to campus and rental price. The closer to campus
one lives, the higher the market rent one has to pay. Therefore,
MIT development of student housing within walking distance
of campus should soften the local housing market, and in the
end benefit the whole graduate student population.
The last criteria of student housing, and perhaps most
easily overlooked, is the need for community. One of the
fundamental objectives of housing is to provide students
with a home. A large proportion of graduate students come
from outside the area, with many from other countries. It is
important that students establish a second home at MIT, as
opposed to merely temporary accommodations. Especially
since study at MIT is challenging and sometimes stressful, it is
important for a student to feel himself to be an integral part of
a community. The houses he lives in often serve this function,
as the best immediate support a student can get is often from
those who live nearby. In other words, a friendly environment
within the community is both necessary and beneficial to the
student's adaptation to life at the Institute.
A student may belong to many groups, each with a different
function, and differing in structure, numbers, and style. The
activities that generate groups tend to overlap and are usually
not connected with a single space. Common spaces must be
integrated with the reasons for people being there. A rigidly
planned common space often fails in practice to encourage the
desired interaction among people. Casual or routine activities
are, unsurprisingly, better social integrators than formal
lounges. Doing laundry, having coffee, and participating in
work parties provide the kinds of informal occasions in which
people can get to know one another. Thus, the communication
between people can be facilitated by a design that considers
proximity, shared circulation, and other shared space.
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3.4 Planning and Urban Design Opportunities and
Constraints
With a goal to house 100% of undergraduates and up to
50% of graduates on campus, and an awareness of the
city of Cambridge's need for more affordable housing,
MIT has a significant opportunity to expand its on-campus
residential facilities. The following section illustrates possible
development opportunities in the near future and the barriers
to them due to zoning changes and other city policies.
3.4.1 Housing Issues in MIT's Long-range Planning
Framework!!
Housing in the North and Northwest
These areas provide the perfect template for mixed-use
development. Current development includes some existing
MIT and Cambridgeport residential, lab, and research
facilities, residual industrial buildings, small-scale industrial
businesses, and University Park mixed-use development.
MIT owns a number of contiguous parcels and can reinvent
the landscape in the northwest in a way that will effectively
extend the campus and connect to its surroundings with
transitions sensitive to the community-at-Iarge.
Housing in the East
Housing in the east (far east), north, and far west is also
desirable to create hubs of activity and a critical mass of 24-
hour users to enliven and support emerging retail zones along
Mass Ave., Main Street, and Kendall Square.
Housing in the Far West
New housing in the far west will provide a recognizable
terminus to the campus at Audrey Street that would extend
a contiguous fabric of residential use into the northwest.
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Figure 3.4.1 MIT Campus: Looking
from Boston
Figure 3.4.2 Northwest Campus:
Light Industrial Area
Figure 3.4.3 North Campus:
Lookingfrom Mass Ave.
MIT Graduate Housing System
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Should a stop on the MBTA Urban Ring be located at this
end of Vassar Street, as currently proposed, the west-end
campus residences, adjacent Cambridgeport housing, and the
numerous commercial, office, and industrial uses in the area
would support the development of retail and other services
and amenities.
Retail, Street Life and Neighborhood Amenity
The potential to foster greater retail, entertainment, and
service uses within and along zones at Lafayette Square,
Kendall Square, and north Main Street will stimulate and
support new residential development in those areas. It will
also help to create zones on Massachusetts Avenue and Main
Street that join the campus instead of dividing it.
3.4.2 Improvement Projects and Major Developments
A number of public improvement projects and major
developments near MIT will influence the character of the
urban landscape around the campus. These will provide
additional opportunities for the Institute to integrate with its
surroundings, as well as realize future housing development
for students, faculty, and staff.
The Urban Ring Circumferential Transit System
The MBTA Urban Ring Project is currently envisioned to be
a IS-mile long corridor running through seven communities:
Boston, Chelsea, Everett, Medford, Somerville, Cambridge
and Brookline. Conceptually, it is a circular line that connects
the "spokes" of the existing transit system. Transportation
improvements associated with the Urban Ring would be
implemented in three phases over the next 15 years:
Phase I (2002-2005): Enhanced cross-town and express
bus service over existing roadways. This phase would have
minimal impact on the MIT campus and community.
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Rail transit service would be
added to, and in some locations
overlap with, the bus and SRT
services implemented during
Phases 1 and 2. Service would
operate as a branch of the
Green Line - either in tunnel or
on the surface - or as a branch
of the Orange Line in tunnel.
Further extensions of Urban
Ring rail transit service will be
evaluated during the Phase 3
environmental process.
Figure 3.4.4 Urban Ring Phasing 3 Alternative
----
Phase 3 rail transit service will connect to
BRT service at key transit hubs such as
Dudley Square Station.
Figure 3.4.5 Urban Ring Phasing 3 Transition Station
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Phase 2 (2005-2010): Planned Phase 2 improvements include
new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lines. The MBTA describes
BRT as 60-foot articulated rubber-tired vehicles, each with
a capacity of 100 riders. BRT vehicles would operate on
both mixed traffic signal prioritization and GPS-based "next
vehicle" indicators at each station. This phase is currently
undergoing an environmental impact assessment.
Phase 3 (2010-2015): Phase 3 would supplement the Phase
2 BRT improvements with surface or underground light rail.
Rail improvements would run from Malden/Medford in the
north, and to Dudley Square in the Roxbury neighborhood of
Boston at its southern tenninus. Environmental review of this
phase will start in 2004.
Potential Impacts to MIT: The Urban Ring transit
improvements presently contemplated would greatly enhance
the viability of commuting via public transportation for the
MIT community.
University Park
Adjacent to the MIT campus at the intersection of
Massachusetts Avenue and Main Street, and near the
Central Square commercial district, University Park is being
developed as a mixed-use corporate park on 27 acres.
The complex includes retail, office, and research and
development space, a hotel, conference facilities, a
supennarket, and market rate housing. The projected multiple
land uses in the area will be of benefit to MIT. The extended
residential and retail parcels provide the northwest campus of
MIT with a great opportunity for future housing developments.
Retail facilities and services will contribute largely to the
convenience of future residents in this area. In addition, the
enhanced streetscapes and open spaces of University Park
will serve as neighborhood amenities to the new community.
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The parking garage built at University Park will also mitigate
the traffic flow of the community.
Massachusetts Avenue Reconstruction
Massachusetts Avenue, from Lafayette Square where the
avenue intersects with Main Street to Memorial Drive has
been redesigned. Many retail spaces continue to be added.
Along with the ongoing development of University Park's
Mass Ave. frontage, the regeneration of this section of Mass
Ave. will in the long run enhance the quality of life in the
surrounding neighborhoods, producing more amenities, retail,
and services.
Vassar Streetscape Update
One of the most dramatic areas of change for the MIT campus
will be the transformation of Vassar Street from a nondescript
urban byway to a central campus boulevard bustling with
pedestrians and bicycles. The front doors and entrance
courtyards of all buildings along the street will open directly
onto Vassar, contributing to the sense of neighborhood.
The Vassar Street will serve as a gateway connecting the
main campus with the northwest campus as well as the
Cambridgeport neighborhoods.
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Figure 3.4.7 Garage on
Landsdowne Street
Figure 3.4.8 Site Map Figure 3.4.6 Landsdowne Quagrangle
Figure 3.4.9 Looking down Sydney Street
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Figure 3.4.10 Mass Ave.
Figure 3.4.11 Central Square
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Figure 3.4.12 Zoning Map
3.4.3 Zoning
The city ofCambridge has a stated policy goal oftransforming
the northwest area of MIT into a residential community of the
city. According to current zoning regulations, the city identifies
this area as a future residential district. This designation
regulates the volume and height of each development,
parking, and allowable uses in the area. Specifically, the area
is categorized as Special District 8.
The following is a summary of the development parameters
under this category:
Floor Area: Among the provisions of SD8 are Floor Area
Ratios (FAR) of 1.25 for general market housing and a FAR
of 1.75 for MIT-related housing.
Height Limits: 60 feet across entire core area parcels. Special
limits of 90 and 100 feet are allowed on parcels that receive
transferred development rights.
Parking: 1 parking space per 12 beds for dormitories, 1
parking space per unit for apartments.
Permitted Uses:
1. Dormitory.
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2. Residential (multifamily or single-family).
3. Convenience goods (drug stores, food stores,
newspaper and magazine stores, variety stores).
4. Places for the manufacturing, assembly, or packaging
of consumer goods.
5. Barber shop, beauty shop, shoe repair, laundry, dry
cleaning pickup, self- service laundry.
6. Hand laundry, dry-cleaning, tailoring.
7. Lunchroom, restaurant, cafeteria.
Footnotes
I William Wells Bosworth, designer of the MIT's first campus in
Cambridge.
2 Ashdown House is the first graduate housing at MIT and also
recognized as the second oldest graduate student house in America.
The oldest graduate housing in America is Graduate College at
Princeton University, built in 1913.
3 Pages 16-18 ofthe report is a history of residential housing at MIT.
It also includes a bibliography of previous reports, memos, and
speeches used by the Bush-Brown Committee.
4 Planning for MIT, 1960. T l7l.M42K.L66 1960, Institute Archive.
5 See page 11 of "MIT Campus Planning 1960-2000," by Robert
Simha, MIT Press, 2001.
6 In 1961, President Stratton appointed architecture professor Albert
Bush-Brown to chair the Graduate Center Committee to establish
the character and location of the Graduate Center.
7 O. Robert Simha was MIT's Chief Planning Officer from 1960 to
2000.
8 The materials of this section are obtained from web.mit. edu/
housing/www.
9 MIT Reports to the President 2002-2003, Appendix B, Enrollment
Statistics, Fall 2002.
10 The Residential Life and Student Life Programs Housing Division
of MIT hired William Anderson, a student of the Sloan School, to
conduct the research. The intention was to gather information for
policy decisions concerning graduate student housing.
II Some materials of 3.4.1 and 3.4.2 are obtained from In and in
between, the Report of MIT Design Forum 1999.
99
MIT Graduate Housing System
Appendix 3-A Chronology of Hoosing Developments 1914-20021
1914 President Maclaurin proposed to provide student housing on new campus in
Cambridge.
1916 Senior House was completed as undergraduate housing (and graduate initially).
1924 East Campus, Alumni House I was completed as undergraduate housing.
1931 East Campus, Alumni House II was completed as undergraduate housing.
1938 Decision to provide graduate student housing.
1938 Ashdown House was purchased as graduate housing.
1939 Bexley Hall was purchased as married student and staff apartment.
1945 Decision to provide housing for married student housing for veterans.
1946 Westgate & Westgate West was built as temporary married student housing.
1948 Faculty Report on MIT educational and housing needs.
1948 Burton-Connor was acquired as undergraduate housing.
1948 100 Memorial Drive land was leased to NE Mutual Life to build apartments to
encourage MIT faculty and staff to live near the campus.
1949 Baker House was completed as undergraduate housing.
1956 Hrones Committee Report on student housing.
1957 Ryer Committee Report on student housing.
1959 Demolition of Westgate temporary married student housing.
1960 Long-Range Plan (Bush-Brown committee on graduate center) proposed housing
program for 50% of graduate and married students.
1963 McCormick Hall I was built for women undergraduate housing (and graduate
student initially).
1963 Committee on Student Environment Report discussed program for undergraduate
houses.
1963 New Westgate was built as replacement for temporary married student housing.
19652 The Northgate Community Corporation was formed to acquire land and properties
for the purpose of supplying housing resources for the MIT community off the Institute
campus.
1967 Eastgate was built for married student and staff housing.
1968 McCormick Hall II was completed as women undergraduate housing.
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1968 Random Hall was built as undergraduate housing and graduate housing.
1970 MacGregor House was built for undergraduate housing.
1970 Survey of Faculty, Staff & Graduate Students of housing needs.
1972 Burton House remodeled for undergraduate housing.
1972 Tang Hall was added as single graduate housing.
1973 Committee on Student Environment (Second interim report) of undergraduate
housing.
1975 New House was built as undergraduate housing.
1979 Program planning study for next undergraduate house.
1980 Survey of Graduate Students and Survey of Faculty & Staff on housing needs.
1981 500 Memorial Drive was built for undergraduate housing.
1982 MIT established a revolving housing fund to finance future graduate student
housing.
1987 Housing Site Inventory: A physical Planning Context for the Analysis of Housing
Options, by David Dixon and Associates, MIT Planning Office.
1987 Report on the 1986 Graduate Student Survey
1989 Undergraduate Student Position Statement on the MIT Housing System
1991 Edgerton House was open for Graduate Housing
1993 Capital Development Program: 1993-2008.
1994 General Evaluation of Undergraduate Housing and RIO at MIT.
1997 Senior House (E2) renovated.
1997 Draft Report of the Subgroup on Student Life of the Task Force on Student Life and
Learning, page 9-17 discussed undergraduate and graduate housing issues.
2001 Ware House (NW30) was renovated for single graduate housing.
2002 Simmons Hall was completed for undergraduate housing.
2002 Sydney-Pacific Graduate Residence Hall was opened for use of single graduates.
2003 Ashdown House and McCormick Hall was renovated.
(Footnotes)
1 The 1916-1997 part is summarized from MIT Housing 1916-1997: A Chronology ofEvents, Reports and
Other Publication, Institute Archive & Special Collections.
2 For a variety of reasons, the Corporation was disbanded in 1977.
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Appendix 3-D 2002 Higher Education Population & Real Estate Statistics
(Cambridge Population & Facilities Only)
'. : '. C b' Harvard
' am ridge Universit L.esle~ MIT Total
College Universityy
TIME PERIOD Spring 2002 01-'02 01-'02 Spring 2002
Graduate 1,879 8,887 1,485 5,667 17,918
Day 0 8,261 0 0 8,261
Evening 1,879 626 1,485 5,501 9,491
Full-TIme 1,600 8,119 288 166 10,173
Part-Time 279 768 1,197 2,244
Graduate Students Housed 0 5,634 137 3,386 9,157
in Dormitories3 0 1,280 0 1,458 2,738
in Off Campus Affiliate Hsg.4 0 1,214 0 279 1,493
in Off Campus Non-Affiliate Hsg. 0 3,140 137 1,649 4,926
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HOUSING
Dormitories - Beds 0 8,320 462 5,274 14,056
Dormitories - Buildings 0 91 12 20 123
Total Affiliate Housing Units",7 0 1,485 2 172 1,659
Occupied by Affiliates 0 unclear 2 167 169
Occupied by Unaffiliated Persons8 0 unclear 0 5 5
Total Affiliate Housing Buildings 0 57 2 12 71
'Other Housing Owned
:r:.axableUnit~ ... 0 270 7 848, . 1,J25
Taxable Buildings 0 39 40 17' ~ 96
Non-Taxable Units 0 0 0 0 ·.0
N,on-Taxable Buildings 0 a a a a
PARKING FACILITIES
Spaces Maintained for Students9
Spaces Maintained for Faculty & Staff
5
41
incl.
4,517
23
268
1,103
3,711
1,131
8,537
Note:
1. MIT total does not include approximately 590 contract employees who work on campus.
2. Harvard figures approximate.
3. MIT total includes students housed in both donnitories and independent living groups.
4. Affiliate housing refers to housing owned by the institution and available only to members of the academic
community; it generally does not include either donnitories or housing available for rent to persons not
affiliated with the institution.
5. The Cambridge College facility is a mix of tax exempt and taxable property, all of which is listed as tax
exempt in the table.
6. MIT figure includes all commercial property owned, including University Park property leased to Forest
Cities MIT figure also includes Tech Square properties.
7. MIT affiliate housing does not include any units at 100 Memorial Drive, Kennedy Biscuit Lofts or Auburn
Court, even if occupied by MIT affiliated persons.
8. Harvard figure includes both visiting faculty and fonner rent control tenants.
9. Cambridge College student spaces for handicapped students only.
10. Totals are based on figures provided and some are incomplete.
Source: Cambridge College, Harvard University, Lesley College & Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Town-Gown Reports, 2002.
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Northwest Campus Urban Design Guidelines
This Chapter presents the guidelines for the potential future
development of the Northwest campus of MIT. A series of
analyses of urban context for graduate student housing are
further explored and exercised in three alternative scenarios.
Scenario Three is then chosen and developed into a concrete
design proposal aiming to create a viable and harmonious on-
campus residence community in this area.
The final proposal considers multiple housing types, feasible
development density, efficient circulation and pedestrian
system, easy connections to the main campus, and well-
defined streetscapes. A phasing plan extending into year
2025 is presented in the last Section to illustrate the essential
concepts of building neighborhoods. The northwest campus
of MIT as proposed will act as a functional and pleasant
residential neighborhoods, defining the edge between main
campus and Cambridgeport neighborhoods.
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4.1 Urban Context Analysis
!I
I
Figure 4.1.1 Zoning Districts
-
Figure 4.1.2 Potential Devlopment Opportunities
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-
Figure 4.1.3 MIT Student Housing 1nventories
-
• Single e;,-aduaUt Student HousIng
• Manied e;,-aduate Student HousIng
• Unde<"graduate Student Housing
• LIght Industry
Parking Lots
University Part< Multl-use Deve40prnent
• Retail and ServIces
Recreation and Athletic
Open Space
• Academic
Figure 4.1.4 Northwest Campus Existing Landuse
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Figure 4.1.6 Site: Lookinghm Washington Park 
Figure 4.1.7 Washington Historical Park 
Figure 4.1.8 Site: Lookingfim Albany/Pacific St. 
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Figure 4.2.1 Scenario A Analysis
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4.2 Building the Community: Three Scenarios
Scenario A
1. Emphasiz the visual corridors along Pacific Street, Erie
Street, and Putham Avenue. Utilize the corridors to connect
the major campus to the Cambridgeport neighborhoods.
2. Promote socialization and a sense of community through
the use of central green spaces in the neighborhoods. Encour-
age activities in the outdoor spaces.
3. Provide a variety of internal outdoor spaces within blocks
to meet the unique and non-exclusive needs of a variety of
groups.
4. Promote easy accesses to the Mass Ave. and Central Square
service nodes. Provide friendly passage ways within the
neighborhoods.
Figure 4.2.2 Scenario A
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Scenario B
1. Emphasiz the central green space at the historical Washing-
ton Park. Extend the Park and the vacant land besides it into a
public green space and an easy gateway to the main campus.
2. Develop a pedestrian-friendly walking system starting from
the Park. Encourage routine interactions among residents.
3. Provide relatively small blocks to emphasize the human
scale in neighborhoods. Control building height to meet the
required FAR.
4. Promote easy accesses to the Mass Ave. and Central Square
service nodes. Provide friendly passage ways within the
neighborhoods.
.
""Figure 4.2.3 Scenario B Analysis
Figure 4.2.4 Scenario B
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Figure 4.2.5 Scenario C Analysis
Figure 4.2.6 Scenario C
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Scenario C
1. Emphasiz the visual corridors along Pacific Street, Erie
Street, and Putham Avenue. Provide easy passage ways along
the corridors.
2. Provide common facility for the use of neighborhood to
achieve a sense of community.
3. Provide a variety of building footplans and open spaces ac-
cording to the various preferences of a variety of groups.
4. Encourage interactions between neighborhoods while
retain some privacy through the internal open space for the
residents.
5. Promote easy accesses to the Mass Ave. and Central Square
service nodes. Provide friendly passage ways within the
neighborhoods.
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4.3 Urban Design Framework
A central concern of this framework has been the need to
meet a variety of housing preferences among different groups.
Scenario C, described in the previous section, represents the
most comprehensive approach to this problem. It provides a
housing plan fitting into mixed-users. Four neighborhoods are
accommodated into the northwest campus forming a viable
community. The neighborhoods defined in the scheme not
only emphasize the completeness of the community, but also
identify their own domestic characteristics. Essentially they
are integral parts of the community. Scenario C is selected to
illustrate the essential ideas.
••• Connections to Mass. Ave Connections to Cambridge Neighborhoods
• • •• Connections to Main Campus 0 Neighbol'hood Nodes
Figure 4.3.1 Concept a/Scenario C
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Figure 4.3.2 Internal Open Spaces
Figure 4.3.3 External Open Spaces
Figure 4.3.4 Edges
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Figure 4.3.5 Model View 1
Figure 4.3.6 Model View 2
116
Northwest Campus Urb D "an eSlgn Guidel"mes
..,----------------------------------------
Northwest Cam'Pus Urban Design Guidelines
" . t . "'-:-'"
: :."-". :.' .
.. ,.~. ,'",'
... .'-':~~Y~:~S;'·:~~\~"~-,.....- ~_.-
lewxonometnc

Northwest Campus Urban Design Guidelines
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,. ~j J .'
/
F-=~ Subway / Ught Train
~ Vehicule
Figure 4.3.7 Proposed Vehicle Circulation
-
~':0~~;;~}:,;~:;:C~f:" ,...~.
-'::~:j
~~ Pedestrian
Figure 4.3.8 Proposed Pedestrian
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Pedestrian
Bicycle
Subvvay I Light Train
Figure 4.3.9 Proposed Bicycle Way
/ r- _--
-
---- --- ----- -----
- Housing Entrance
Figure 4.3.10 Entrances to Buildings
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• Single Graduate Student Housing
• Man1ed Graduate Student Housing
• Undergraduate Student Housing
Figure 4.3.11 Proposed Landuse
• Retail and Services
Figure 4.3.12 Service Nodes
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-
o Faculty and Student Housing • Retail and ServIces
• Market Housing • Recreation and Athletic
• University Pari< Multi-use Development Open Space
-
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Streetscape Type 1
This type are private-oriented, light-traffic streets which
are proposed for the use of neighborhood residents. The
central green space provides place for outdoor activities.
Off-street parkings are available on both ways.
Figure 4.3.13 New Street
Figure 4.3.14 New Street Section and Plan
124
Figure 4.3.15 Pacific Street
Figure 4.3.16 Pacific Street Section and Plan
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Streetscape Type 2: Pacific Street
Pacific Street is proposed to serve as
student walking passage and gate-
way connecting the Cambridgeport
neighborhoods and main campus.
Heavy traffic and not encouraged.
Proper paving and planting are pro-
vided on the sidewalks. Off-street
parkings are available along both
directions.
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Figure 4.3.17 Sydney Street
Figure 4.3.18 Sydney Street Section and Plan
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Streetscape Type 3: Sydney Street
Sydney Street is proposed to be an
edge towards the Cambridgeport
neighborhoods where direct build-
ing access is required. These condi-
tions would include major building
entrances, services and parking
entrances. Small, street-access, con-
venience retail or student services
are desired. Some retail services
could extend to the sidewalks
with street access and special
pavings. Some off-street parkings
are available.
Figure 4.3.19 Urban Ring
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Streetscape Type 4: Urban Ring
The proposed Urban Ring Boulevard will become an im-
portant traffic thoroughfare and a major pedestrian way
serving the entire campus. Easy passage ways linking
both sides of the street are desired. Several traffic transit
nodes will be provided at selected points.
I
I
I
.
j
I
I
Figure 4.3.20 Urban Ring Section and Plan
I
I
1
1
I
I
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Figure 4.3.21 Sidewalk with Proper
Paving and Planting
Figure 4.3.22 Small Retails on the
Sydney St.
Figure 4.3.23 Open Space between
Buildings
Figure 4.3.24 Semi-open Courtyard
Northwest Campus Urban Design Guidelines
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95% or Less
5% or IVbIE
1:4 or Less
1.0
1.0-2.0
1.5-2.0
SharOO
Kithenette
Kitc~n
Kitc~n
40% or Less 1.0 Kithenette
40% or IVbIE 1.5 Kitc~n
15% 1.5-2 Kitc~n
5% 2.0 Kitc~n
Efficiency 10% or Less 1.0 Kithenette
1-Bed 20% or Less 1.0 Kitc~n
2Bed :D%orlVblE 1.5 Kitc~n
3-4 Bed 4O%or IVbIE 1.5-2 Kitc~n
1-Bed 2)%orlVblE 1.0 Kithenette
2Bed 20% or Less 1.5 Kitc~n
3-4 Bed :D%orlVblE 1.5-2 Kitc~n
Duplex 30% or Less 2.0 Kitc~n
Table 4.1 Housing Types
Building Prototypes
A variety of building types will be projected based on the
study in Chapter 2. Four alternatives have been developed.
Detail programs are presented in table 4.1.
Most of the residences are proposed to be in apartment style.
Some of them are serving married students as well as fac-
ulty and staff. The unit types of efficiency, one-bedroom,
two-bedroom, and three-bedroom are preferred by this type.
While some mixed-used housing for both married students
and single students, which have been discussed in Section
2.2, are also proposed into the masterplan. 3-bedroom and 4-
bedrooms apartments are desired by this type to provide the
maximum flexibility in allocation.
To lower the total construction cost and serve more student,
some dormitory-style residences with private study-bedroom
are proposed to accommodate single graduate students. This
building type also provides some alternatives for students to
excise when they are making housing decisions.
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Figure 4.4.1 Proposed Phasing Plan for Neighborhoods
4.4 Phasing
With much uncertainty of this area such as the Urban Ring
Boulevard, it is hard to determine the precise time frame for
development ofhousing in the northwest campus, or its exact
sequencing. However, this framework attempts to give some
insight to this issue based on the urban context analyses stated
before.
Phasing 2005-2010: In the first phase, new graduate student
residence will be added along Pacific Street to meet the in-
creasing demand of on-campus housing. Some market hous-
ing will be built along Sydney Street as an addition to the
University Park multi-use development. Housing units for
faculty and staff will also be taken into account and added
to the residences along Sydney Street. The area defined by
Sydney and Pacific Street, which includes the existing Syd-
ney-Pacific residence, will be the first mix-user neighborhood
at northwest campus. Re-design of open spaces are desired
and some common facilities will be provided for the use of
131
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l
Figure 4.4.2 Phase 2005-2010
/
Figure 4.4.3 Phase 2010-2015
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/Figure 445
. . Phase 2020-2025 -
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the neighborhood. The Pacific Street is emphasized as a visual
corridor to the main campus.
Phasing 2010-2015: By then the first phase of Urban Ring
project of MBTA will be finished, which will provide more
convenient public transportation transitions for the northwest
campus. During this phase, more affordable market housings
are expected to be built along Sydney Street, which will be
promoted to a major street for circulation. Retail services will
be added along the street as extension of the Mass Avenue
retail spaces, serving the students as well the Cambridgeport
neighborhoods.
Phase 2015-2020: During this phase, the vacant lands and
light industrial buildings around Washington Park will be
replaced by family housing, serving the married student, fac-
ulty, and staff ofMIT. The historical Washington Park will be
reclaimed as a central green space used by the public and act
as a linking node between west campus and northwest cam-
pus. A series of open space along Urban Ring Boulevard will
be designed to re-define the streetscape.
Phase 2020-2025: During the final phase of the development,
the Urban Ring project will be finally completed. The public
transportation realized in this project will provide the most
convenience to the residents of this area. The parcels along
the boulevard will be built as mixed-user residences with nice
open spaces, for the use of MIT community as well as resi-
dents of Cambridge. The intersections between Pacific Street,
Erie Street, Putnam Street and the Urban Ring Boulevard will
be re-designed into buffer spaces connecting the main cam-
pus and the northwest residence community. The northwest
campus will then become a viable, vigorous, and harmonious
living community.
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